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ABSTRACT

PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL COMMUNITY:
INDIVIDUAL CONCEPTUALIZATIONS AND THE CREATION OF PRODUCTIVE
PROFESSIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AMONG AND BETWEEN
A PRINCIPAL AND TEACHERS
MAY 2002
PHILIP BRIAN O’REILLY
B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
M.S., CENTRAL CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
Directed by: Professor Jerri Willett

This study was an inquiry into professional school community. PSC is a term that
was created to describe a potentially significant paradigm shift for teachers and principals
and the relationships they create in their working climate. It is not a simple innovational
change brought on by specific actions or interventions, nor is it a formal element of any
known common reform package linked to sweeping changes in public education. It is what
some would refer to as a transformational practice (Henderson & Hawthorn, 1995, 2000;
Henderson & Kesson, 1999) that offers a restructured anatomy in public schooling,
specifically proposing an enhancement of interdependent and collaborative relationships
between and among school personnel in any given school community.
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This ethnographic inquiry explored the relationships that formed between a group of
teachers and a principal and the individual and group conceptualizations of community that
evolved between these participants over time. This study revealed that the
conceptualizations of community existing among and between teachers and a principal, and
the changes that can occur over time are both social and collaboratively created. This study
offered more coherent understandings about the roles these conceptualizations play in
creating a school community cemented on the ideals of collaboration and collective action.
This inquiry employed both Westheimer’s (1998) features of community and a voice
analysis provided by Bailey (1993), as a means or orienting the research analysis contained
within this study. It examined carefully the dynamic relationships created among people in a
school and the means by which these people began to define, in an interdependent and
collaborative manner, in the midst of tension and conflict, a school’s mission, it’s curriculum
focus, and a series of common understandings about the teaching practices that would be
employed at the school. Many of Westheimer’s features were clearly supported in this
research. However, as a means of understanding the participants’ beliefs regarding how
community is created, this researcher identified an additional feature. Finally, the notion of
voice was particularly important to this research, as it demonstrated how people’s voices
influenced the two principal conceptualizations of community that were ultimately created by
the participants in this study.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background
It has been said, “community is a phenomenon, mysterious, miraculous,
unfathomable, something more than the sum of its parts, its individual members” (Peck,
1987). It has also been said that community is “Utopian” and “without it, there may be
very little future to think about” (Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swindler & Tipton, 1985).
While many people have undoubtedly struggled to define community, fostering the
professional relationships in a school that will encourage the fabrication of community
remains a challenge, especially as educators confront the many reforms being considered
in schools throughout this country today. Dewey (1990) claims, “Changes in the school
institution and tradition will be looked at as the arbitrary inventions unless a broader,
social view is taken” (p. 7). The aim of this dissertation is to take this broader social
view to which Dewey refers, to gain a deeper understanding of the significance and
importance of collective and collaborative work among teachers and principals, and to
examine the key concepts related to establishing a critical and practical understanding of
collaborative professional relationships that are necessary in order to form a professional
school community.
In part, this study emerges as a result of my efforts as an elementary principal to
better understand how to create a sense of cohesive and identifiable community, poised in
joint activity, common goals, and a spirit of tolerance, acceptance, and belonging.
Having had a number of opportunities to work both as a teacher and as a principal in
several different schools, these experiences suggest that a new look at the complexities of
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school cultures resulting from expanding bureaucratic reforms (Merz & Furman, 1997;
Johnson & Pajares, 1996; Lortie, 1975) and the enduring tendency that schools change
very slowly, if at all, over time (Cuban, 1988; Sarason, 1982; Tyack, 1990) is necessary.
In addition, these experiences heightened my interest in studying the intricacies of
establishing professional relationships among teachers and principals in schools so as to
moderate the relative isolation of both (Rallis & Goldring, 2000; Cochran-Smith, 1996),
and to counter the tendency for schools to enhance a spirit of independence rather than a
spirit of interdependence among the people who work for and with children (Westheimer,
1998). Finally, it is apparent to me that the notion of community is quite ambiguous both
in terms of research, (Westheimer, 1998; Merz & Furman, 1997), and in practical terms
as well (O’Reilly, 1995). Not only do researchers have varying notions about how to
define community, educators have varying notions about what community means when
working with colleagues in a school. Consequently, forming advanced insights regarding
how teachers and principals conceptualize community; how they describe it and how they
live it each day in their schools, is a complex task. Studying the manner in which
principals and teachers approach these pervading disparities further drives this research
as I attempt to gain a more complete understanding about the nature of and the means for
reconciling these differences.

The Research Problem
The intent of this research is to better understand the complexities involved in
establishing and maintaining productive professional relationships among and between
teachers and principals. While the features of community are widely accepted by

2

sociologists and researchers today (Barber, 1984; Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swindler &
Tipton, 1985; Bender, 1978; Gardner, 1991, Greene, 1985; Hillary, 1955; Scherer, 1972;
Selznick, 1992; Tonnies, 1857/1957) what remains undiscovered is how teachers and
principals can seek such a community. Furthermore, it is unclear whether teachers and
principals really desire such a community; one defined by common goals and beliefs,
interdependent relationships, acceptance and tolerance of differences among members of
the community and one defined by meaningful relationships.
I believe that if educators are to rise to the challenges that we face today; higher
standards for all students, expanding bureaucratic reforms, and greater and ever
expanding accountability measures, the need for collaborative, collective, and meaningful
relationships focused toward a common and shared mission, will become increasing
important for all educators. Therefore, it is imperative to understand more deeply, the
intricacies involved in promoting professional school communities. It is my contention
that through an ethnographic inquiry-based approach, researchers can explore and
examine teachers’ and principals’ articulated values, as well as their norms of interaction
that characterize their efforts toward establishing professional school communities. It is
through these examinations and explorations that increased clarity about such
communities can lead to more skilled and purposefully created schools.

Purpose of Study
This study is an inquiry into professional school community [hereafter, PSC],
PSC is a term that I am creating to describe a potentially significant paradigm shift for
teachers and principals and the relationships they create in their working climates. It is
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not a simple innovational change brought on by specific actions or interventions, nor is it
a formal element of any known common reform package linked to sweeping changes in
public education. It is what some would refer to as a transformational practice
(Henderson & Hawthorn, 1995, 2000; Henderson & Kesson, 1999) that offers a
restructured anatomy in public schooling, specifically proposing an enhancement of
interdependent and collaborative relationships between and among school personnel in
any given school community.

The implementation of PSC undoubtedly implies role

changes for teachers and principals and introduces a cultural change and restructuring
shift in public schools1. Indeed, both will be explored in this research. It also requires
researchers to look carefully at teachers’ conceptualizations of community and how these
conceptualizations are maintained and/or modified over a period of time. By carefully
examining these differences in community, by exploring the conceptualizations that exist
among and between teachers and principals, and by surveying the changes that can occur
over time in these conceptualizations, more coherent understandings about these
conceptualizations can be gained.
The purpose of this research is not to suggest a series of specific approaches to
creating such a climate. My purpose is to explore and examine the dynamic relationships
created among people in a school and the means by which these people can establish and
maintain relationships that will allow them to define, in an interdependent and
collaborative manner, a school’s mission, it’s curriculum focus, and common
understandings about teaching practices.

1 While reform encompasses rather far-reaching initiatives, Fullan (1995) believes restructuring efforts tend
to take on slightly less all-encompassing meaning, impacting smaller bureaucratic structures and cultural
aspects of a school such as enhanced leadership and decision-making roles for teachers or establishing
collaborative working relationships through a mentoring program for teachers. As a result of its direct link
to cultural aspects of a school, I will refer to Professional School Community as a restructuring initiative.
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Conceptually, community is a word that is a bit ambiguous, and not yet clearly
defined in research today (Westheimer, 1998). For the purpose of this study, however, I
refer to PSC as relationships between and among professional staff who work together in
a school to enhance the conditions necessary for them to derive support, motivation, and
direction from one another (Cohen, McLaughlin, & Talbert, 1993; Meier, 1995; Sizer,
1992; Westheimer, 1998;), and to better understand alternative teaching methodology for
the purpose of providing continuous student learning (Cohen, McLaughlin & Talbert
1993; Newman & Wehlage, 1995). More specifically, I investigate the relationships
between and among a group of certified teachers2 3 and a principal (this researcher), as we
embark on what I consider a journey to define a new school’s mission, its curriculum and
the teaching methodology that embodies and promotes both the school’s stated mission
and the school’s evolving curriculum. Through an ethnographic inquiry I explore a
number of Westheimer’s (1998) features of professional community and the significant
complexities and challenges faced by this group of teachers and principal working
collaboratively and interdependently in a school community. I describe the tensions they
encounter as they work together toward forming a series of what I refer to as “common
understandings” or shared pedagogical and methodological beliefs, that define and guide
the school’s mission, the curriculum and the teaching practices of that school.
There are two reasons for conducting this research. It is my intention to explore
teachers’ and a principal’s conceptualizations of community for the purpose of better

21 believe that anyone who works with children in an instructional capacity is a teacher or educator,
however for the purpose of this study I intend to focus my attention primarily on certified personnel.
3 Joel Westheimer’s book, Among School Teachers: Community, Autonomy, and Ideology in Teachers
Work describes eleven characteristic features of teacher professional communities that make it possible to
further distinguish various schools. These features will be described in depth in this research.
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understanding how these conceptualizations impact their ability to form a PSC. Further,
it is my intention to gain a deeper discernment about PSC when it is implemented for the
purpose of transformational change from the bureaucratically driven institutions, with
autonomous and isolated teachers and principals (Lortie, 1975), to locally controlled,
collaborative institutions, driven by teachers and a principal who share beliefs and a sense
of purpose that guides the teaching and learning process.

Significance of the Study
As educators continue to struggle with issues associated with the expanding
reforms; as more people and institutions attempt to define what schools teach and
prescribe how it should be taught; as our world becomes more technical and increasingly
global; and, as we are expected to meet the progressive and complex needs of all learners;
there is a need for educators to build relationships between one another. In an earlier
study, (O’Reilly, 2000b) I postulated that collaborative endeavors bring direction and
focus to the increasingly challenging work of teachers and principals. Collective action
among and between educators in a PSC may emerge as a more widely used school-based
restructuring initiative and may empower local educators to initiate changes that mediate
the aforementioned complexities faced in public schools. Furthermore, collaborative
actions may redefine, redirect, and transform the traditional autonomous nature of
teachers (Lortie, 1975), their planning and their practice, and these changes will lead to
improved understandings of the teaching and learning process.
As an experienced classroom teacher and building principal I have discovered that
it is increasingly important for a school’s principal(s) to collaboratively identify, with
teachers, a curriculum pedagogy and teaching ideology that defines their school so that
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expanding opportunities for greater interdependence among them emerges (O’Reilly,
1995). By working more closely together, teachers and principals may clarify their
values, beliefs, assumptions, and perceptions about what they want children to learn and
be able to do and may more effectively provide all students with new opportunities that
link and rework the teaching and learning process.
Exploring the multiple conceptualizations of PSC held by teachers and principals
is imperative if we are to truly understand the potential impact a PSC could have on
teaching and learning in schools today (Westheimer, 1998). In addition, continued
exploration and deeper knowledge of Westheimer’s (1998) features of community may
offer greater insight into school restructuring as more and more schools move away from
bureaucratic organizational structures dominated by autonomous teachers’ actions, to
democratic communities embodied in collaborative atmospheres (Henderson & Kesson,
1999; Kahne, 1996). Finally, gaining additional insight into conflict and the resulting
tensions that form among and between teachers as they work toward forming PSC is also
of great importance.
Making a paradigm shift that is necessary to explore these potential
transformative practices (Henderson & Hawthorn, 1995, 2000), presents impressive
challenges to both teachers and principals as they work to build a professional
environment dominated by collective, cooperative and collaborative actions. Exploring
these challenges and their implications is the work embodied in this research project.
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Definition of Terms
There are a number of key terms used repeatedly throughout this dissertation.
The definitions that follow should be applied to these terms so as to minimize
uncertainty, and misunderstanding. While I define some of these terms, others come
from previous research.

1.

Professional School Community

Westheimer (1998) uses the terms teacher professional community and teacher
community interchangeably to mean a community of teachers working together in a
school. Even though I recognize that an entire school is made up of people who work
together to form such a community, including parents, and a school’s support staff, for
the purpose of this research, I focus on the relationships that are created among and
between the teachers and a principal. Throughout this research, I use the term
professional school community [PSC], and imply that more than just teachers create such
a community. Although much of the theoretical framework I establish in this research
project is based on Westheimer’s term, teacher professional community, I prefer to use
PSC.
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2. Collaboration, cooperation, and collective action
The terms collaboration, cooperation, and collective action, like professional school
community, will be used to describe the means by which teachers and principals derive
support, motivation, and direction from one another. For the purpose of this research
project the terms will be used interchangeably.

3.

Situational co-membership

Erickson defines a situational co-membership as the “...sharing of attitudes of social
identity that were distinctive as commonalities relevant in the situation at hand”
(Erickson, 1996, pp. 295-296; Zacarian, 1995, p. 8).

4. Voice
In his research, Bailey (1993) develops a framework for conceptualizing voice as
co-constructed among members of a group; that is those who are speaking, and those who
are not. He believes the following: “In order for an individual to have a voice in a
particular group, the social system—its norms and values—must be structured so that
each member has the opportunity to speak and other members are willing to hear.
Further, voice requires a group organization that orients toward the knowledge and
interests of its members so that they will both want to speak, and have something worthy
of saying” (p. 252). This framework is used extensively in this research as a means of
analyzing the social interactions and verbal exchanges between members of a PSC. This
term is more extensively defined in Chapter 3.
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5. Turn taking. Hearing, and Speaking bv an Audience
Each of these elements is an aspect of Bailey’s (1993) “tripartite sequence” voice
framework. He defines turn taking as “interactionally accomplished” (p. 257) and is an
instance in which a member of a conversation gains the floor and speaks (253). Speaking
is “the oral text produced by a speaker” (p. 253), and hearing is the means by which
others publicly signal to a speaker that a speaker has been heard.

6. Dialogue Session
In this research, dialogue sessions were weekly meetings attended by the teachers,
some teacher assistants, and myself. These meetings were not traditional staff meetings.
They were opportunities for teachers to dialogue with one another about pedagogy and
teaching methodology. They were created as a means to discuss the school’s evolving
curriculum. A more extensive definition is also provided in Chapter 3.

7. Intertextualitv
Bloom (1993) defines intertextuality as the “juxtaposition, or linking of one person
talking with another”.

8. Personhood
I rely on Egan-Robertson’s (1994) definition of personhood in this research.

“Personhood refers to how a culture or sub-culture, such as a school, defines
‘person’ and what attributes it associates with ‘person’. Personhood includes the
ways people construct identities in relation to one another. Personhood is not
given or predetermined but is established through everyday interactions...” p. 19.)
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9. Conflict and tension
Conflict and tension are words used interchangeably to describe the disharmony and
disagreement that results between participants of this study. Although McCutcheon
(1995) and Zacarian (1996) view these terms as very different, for the purpose of this
research, I do not.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
In this chapter, I provide a review of recent research and survey current
understandings in several related areas. I begin by describing the ambiguity of the term
community, describing how the traditional notions of community make it difficult for
researchers and theorists to define community in any uniform way. This is important to
this dissertation, because it highlights some of the conceptual ambiguity previously
facing researchers who wished to explore the impact and influence of collaborative
professional relationships in schools and other workplaces. It is also important because it
underscores the importance of contemporary research that explores, in greater depth,
these concepts and ideas.
I then examine Westheimer’s (1998) research, which synthesizes the work of a
number of social theorists, as a means for analyzing successful communities. Examining
his work broadens the scope of understanding regarding the intricacies of teacher
communities in practice. Furthermore, I explain a model Westheimer has created, which
describes the characteristic features of teacher professional community he found evident
in two middle schools in the mid 1990’s. This model is particularly important to this
research, as it provides a framework for examining the data that I have collected for this
research project.
In this chapter, I examine several of the challenges that face school communities,
challenges that include increasing bureaucracies in schools and teacher and principal
autonomy, and isolation. In doing so, I lay out several of the complexities of school
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communities exploring the fact that the norms in many schools are contrary to
collaborative professional relationships. I also investigate those school conditions that
allow principals and teachers to derive support, motivation, and direction from one
another.
In the concluding sections of this chapter, I briefly describe several recent
contributions from educational researchers who, I contend, provide a means for
transforming the current autonomous and isolated context of schools. The relevance of
these concepts, deliberation, reflection, as well as, conflict and tension, will be evident as
this research unfolds, and the participants grapple with each notion.

Conceptual Ambiguity in the Field
According to Westheimer, (1999) “the visions of teacher professional community
implicit in school reform literature are numerous and diverse” (pp76-77). Few reformers
and researchers have been able to clarify or reconcile the ambiguous (and sometimes
contradictory) visions of PSC. Policy makers and practitioners rarely characterize the
nature of such communities, focusing instead on the “conditions necessary for their
growth” (Westheimer, 1998, p. 20). Additionally, the conceptual literature that is
available on community is not always applicable to schools, as few have attempted to
conceptualize it with any rigor. What is available is often referred to in school
restructuring literature in the context of students, not professional educators (Westheimer,
1999). Westheimer (1998) believes that because of this ambiguity, few reform projects
with PSC as a central tenet, have been researched.
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Selznick (1992) believes the idea of community is elusive, and “there appears to
be no clear consensus as to its central meaning” (p. 357). This is apparent in the way
people use the word “community ” In fact, Westheimer (1998) writes that noted biologist
George Hillary found 94 different definitions of community. According to Westheimer,
this enormous variation with the term community is due to the fact that community is a
commonly used description in many different fields and has both positive and negative
connotations. While some of these notions of community inform us about the aspects of
a PSC that would be beneficial in a school, other notions are less helpful and would
detract from the kind of community that would enhance the teaching and learning
environment.
The implications of the ambiguity of the term community then become clearer in
terms of this research. This research of a PSC, that documents the formation of
professional relationships that evolve as a group of teachers and a principal work
together, can further enhance the understandings of community currently considered.
Furthermore, it presents the potential for promoting greater understanding of the aspects
of a PSC that would enhance our knowledge, not only about the kinds of relationships
that form between school professionals, but more importantly, the type of relationships
that have the potential for enhancing the teaching and learning environment in schools.
As Westheimer (1998) states, researchers and educators should care about further
conceptualizing community and develop further understandings of communities in
practice, because “without richer and more careful conceptualizations and explorations,
school reform efforts end up rudderless and the rhetoric of‘community’ is rendered
ubiquitous and shallow” (p.148).
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Westheimer’s Features of Community
In a recent ethnographic study of the nature of PSC, Westheimer (1998) looked
carefully at the interactions of teachers and defined what he called the five most common
features of a healthy community, synthesizing the work of a number of contemporary
social theorists (Barber, 1984; Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swindler & Tipton, 1985;
Bender, 1978; Gardner, 1991, Greene, 1985; Hillary, 1955; Scherer, 1972; Selznick,
1992; Tonnies, 1857/1957;). These features include:
•

•

•

•

•

Shared beliefs: Healthy communities are built when members share
values, understandings and even a common language, ideology or purpose.
These notions are most important when members are working together in
meaningful ways and when they share a common culture and history.
Interaction and participation: Members of healthy communities are
highly participatory and interactive. Communication is present at a
number of levels, through a variety of venues. Identity and commitment
result from this ongoing participation.
Interdependence: Members of healthy communities participate in
dialogue and decision-making. Members are recognized for their
contributions, which help to improve the organization and its successful
operation.
Concern and individual and minority views: Healthy communities
benefit from members who hold different perspectives, which can support
a community and lead a community toward continual growth. In what
many may feel contradictory in healthy communities, members do not
always get along.
Meaningful relationships: Interactions within healthy organizations
foster professional relationships. Social bonds form in the professional
setting, which transcend personal lives. An organization provides many
opportunities for member-to-member connectedness.

Westheimer also explored four other restructuring concepts to help to frame this
study of professional communities in school. These restructuring concepts focused on
teachers’ professional culture, their empowerment, and the social contexts within which
teachers spend their day.
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1. He took into account school size and the impact size has on the teaching and
learning process.
2. He examined magnet or theme schools, which have developed unique
philosophies about teaching and learning.
3. He considered site-based management and greater decision-making ability given
to teachers.
4. Finally, he analyzed collegiality and collaboration as a means for reducing teacher
isolation.
In this study, Westheimer (1998) collected data in two schools for nearly a year
and a half. He observed teacher meetings, planning meetings, staff development and
other formal and informal gatherings. He found examples of each of the above features
in each of the two schools but more importantly he found that “current social theories
about teacher professional community do not adequately capture the differences between
these communities in practice” (Westheimer, 1999, p. 92). Even though both
demonstrated the characteristics mentioned above; that is, shared beliefs, positive
interdependence, interaction, successful participation among staff members, and a general
respect for one another, even minority viewpoints, differences among these two schools
were very apparent. In an effort to explain these differences, Westheimer distinguished
these two schools along a continuum of characteristics and beliefs. This continuum
detailed how the two possessed variations in ideology and internal structures and
processes that characterized the extent and complexity of professional communities. He
conceptualized them along a liberal/collective continuum contrasting their features and
showing the differences that were unmistakable to him as an observer. “A professional
community oriented around liberal individualistic priorities is clearly quite different from
one organized around collective goals. Each represents distinct working cultures for
faculty and staff and each results in distinct educational climates for students”
*

(Westheimer, 1998, p. 134). He concluded that there are great complexities when
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looking at teacher professional communities in schools. Belief systems, ideology, internal
processes, and traditions all matter when defining the type of community that exists.
What sustains collective communities is the commitment to the “ideals of community.”
What sustains a liberal community is the commitment to teacher autonomy and
individualism.
Westheimer’s (1998) continuum distinguishes teacher professional communities
in a more complex way, characterizing each end of the continuum using eleven specific
features. The extent to which a school’s ideological beliefs are characterized and
practiced has significant implications in characterizing a school toward either end of this
continuum. Westheimer found that professionals from within any given school could talk
about the existing sense of community; that is, the rhetoric can include participation,
equity, and inclusivity. However, what happens day-to-day is far more important.
Whether or not people within a school have the ability to “walk the walk” is far more
critical in an examination of professional communities than whether they can “talk the
talk.” Unmistakably, different beliefs and actions that stem from these beliefs stimulate
very different professional communities.
Despite Westheimer’s significant contributions to the notion of professional
community in schools, questions now emerge as to how individual teachers and
principals perceive PSC. Questions about how teachers and principals transcend any
perceptual differences also surface. Westheimer (1998) contends that researchers could
benefit from stronger conceptualizations of community and that without a comprehensive
focus, the ambiguity of PSC in a school will remain, preventing a change force that could
have broad impact on the work of teachers and principals.
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This research will explore the perceptions of community held by a group of
teachers and a principal, noting their conceptualizations of PSC, and investigating the
potential impact that these conceptualizations offer. This represents a particular
challenge because these teachers and this principal are working together for the first time
in a brand new school. Unlike other research projects dealing with professional
community, this research is not taking place after a school has become a well-established
PSC. The research is taking place while a group of teachers and a principal are working
to build a brand new PSC while engaged in the process of defining for the first time the
school’s mission, its curriculum, and the teaching that embodies both the mission and the
school’s curriculum.

Commonplace Characteristics in Schools
The next three sections describe several somewhat typical characteristics of
schools, including people’s roles, which could have an impact on the type of school
culture that is created. Presenting these in this dissertation at this time is critical,
particularly because the ability for people to form meaningful collaborative relationships
with their professional colleagues could be impacted by these commonplace
characteristics.

Schools as lonely bureaucratic institutions
Schools that are organized in traditional bureaucratic ways have historically left
teachers out of the most important aspects of the teaching and learning process (Lortie,
1975). According to Lieberman (2000) the following is true in many schools today.
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Decisions about curriculum and instruction are often been made without reference
to real problems of classroom life. Teachers are “developed” by outside
“experts,” rather than participating in their own development. Unrelated to
classroom contexts and teaching practice, bureaucracies tend to create “one size
fits all” solutions that often fail to make distinctions among different kinds of
school and classroom context, or between the novice and experienced teacher (p.
221).
State curriculum frameworks, such as are present today in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, are an example of such an occurrence. With the creation of these
frameworks, teachers are no longer able to decide what’s important in their local school
settings, constraining the development of professional communities and limiting teachers
from working together to define the local learning curriculum.
In addition, schools that operate as bureaucratic institutions typically function in
distinct, linear ways (Rallis and Goldring, 2000; Scribner, Cockrell, Cockrell &
Valentine, 1999). Communication, decision-making, supervision, enduring tasks,
explicitly stated rules, and unwritten rules as well, would best be described as formal
processes in today’s k-12 learning institutions. Traditional theories of leadership
“assume a bureaucratic model of school organization with clearly marked lines of
authority” (Johnson & Pajares, 1996, p. 601). These traditional theories of leadership
would be best categorized in contemporary organizational literature as “managerial
control” (Henderson, 1999, p. 2). Sergiovanni (1992) observes the following about this
organizational phenomenon:
Preoccupation with managerial control often leads to the emergence of two major
problems in modern organizational life: trained incapacity and goal displacement.
Trained incapacity refers to the tendency to focus knowledge, attention, and skills so
narrowly that principals and teachers become incapable of thinking and acting beyond
their prescribed roles while goal displacement is tendency for schools to lose sight of
their purposes, allowing instrumental processes and procedures to become ends in
themselves (In Henderson, 1999, p. 2).
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As a result of this type of organizational structure, contemporary schools tend to
operate from what Wenger (1998) would describe as a “dominance model of influence.”
“To be effective,” he asserts, “dominance implies a meaning-making structure in which
followers are reflexively obedient” (Marsh, 1999, p. 189). This reflexivity is surely
limiting in its inherent nature, causing schools to be hierarchical and authoritative.
Furthermore, teachers become disconnected and disheartened by the severely
limiting opportunities for professional collaboration. This also leads to a very
disconnected and isolated life for principals. Administrators find themselves lonely and
ensconced in what Riehl (1998) calls “administrative routines.” Such routines include
running meetings, opening and closing of school, assigning students and teachers to
particular classes, and establishing procedures for hiring and evaluating teachers.
Although Riehl, (1998) believes that these routines reflect the underlying values and
intentions of a school, perhaps it really has more to say about the disconnectedness that
can result from an administrator who spends more time defining and perfecting his or her
routines, than spending meaningful time working with teachers and children. This loss of
priorities away from children and adults and more toward measurable tasks is a common
occurrence in schools today (Hoerr, 2000). However, Hoerr relates, “These kinds of
tasks are important, but successfully completing them is not what makes a school thrive
and grow” (p. 1).
A school culture dominated by disconnected teachers and routine-minded
principals leads to a culture dominated with hallway networks and teachers’ room cliques
as the prevailing norm (Rallis & Goldring, 2000). This lack of professional liberty has
increased teachers’ inability to make important instructional decisions, to mindlessly
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follow many senseless top-down directives, and principals to be steeped in creating these
senseless directives. Even more significantly, this bureaucratic orientation has left
schools to evolve into hierarchical and disconnected institutions whereby teacher
participation is limited (Beyer, Feinberg, Pagano & Whitson, 1989), and principals are
lost in administrative trivia (Hoerr, 2000).
According to Fullan, (1993); Nelson and Hamerman, (1996); Nolan and Price,
(1992); Senge, (1990), schools must be restructured so that teachers and administrators
“develop working relationships that are more like problem-solving partnerships than like
hierarchies, in which all parties share an understanding of the nature of learning and
teaching that will occur there and do their part to make it happen (Nelson & Hamerman,
1996, p. 11). John Dewey (1963) references this notion another way writing that all
individuals need the opportunity to be contributors, contributors who are part of a process
that will define them as individuals and collectively as members of a community.

Principal autonomy and isolation
Many principals are accustomed to making unilateral decisions, creating school
rules, shaping building policies, taking on the role of the critic (Nolan & Price, 1992) and
remaining central to school improvement (Rallis & Goldring, 2000). Notions that the
principal remains crucial to all school-based reform efforts, including the ability to
articulate the direction and establish the environment for successful implementation are
common understandings about the principal’s leadership responsibilities. This type of
bureaucratic leader is characterized as having the “power” and the “control” (Patterson,
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1993) over the school, and its operation. With this characterization, we see the
principalship as a very lonely and solitary position.
The belief that teachers must take on the major responsibility for building
leadership capacity in the school and ultimately the work of school improvement is
gaining support (Lambert, 1998). Contemporary leadership theorists value openness and
participation and are moving away from the idea that a single person must be a leader.
They are now expressing the view that a group of people exercising leadership by
achieving “mutually agreed upon purposes for an organization” (Patterson, 1993) is more
appropriate. Theorists now contend that “Teachers represent the largest and most stable
group of adults in the school, and the most powerful” (Lambert, Kent, Richert, Collay, &
Dietz, 1997). In addition, teachers “Participate in decision making, have a shared sense
of purpose, engage in collaborative work, and accept joint responsibility for the outcomes
of their work” (Lambert, 1998).
As we witness this transition from autonomous leadership to collaborative or
shared leadership, it would seem that the role of the principal is in transition. More
importantly, however, with differing leadership models, a dilemma exists; that is, the
means by which principals manage to mediate the two very different models. In fact,
according to Rallis and Goldring (2000), “The principal is pulled in numerous directions
by the paradox of bottom-up versus top-down reform. This is referred to as the “dilemma
of hierarchy” (Ogwa, Crowson and Goldring, 1999). This dilemma of hierarchy is
confusing to school principals and presents a unique set of challenges. While being a
principal who makes all or most of the decisions by him or herself is never a simple
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matter, neither is supporting teachers to build the capacity within them, to take on new
and significant decision-making responsibilities (Lambert, 1998).
The shifting expectations of principals and teachers require that they develop the
skills of initiation, support, and visioning (Lambert, 1998), with each person
demonstrating a commitment to open and ongoing dialogue with one another. In
addition, a significant amount of time is needed for people to make the necessary
adjustments in these changing roles. Most importantly, these changes demand that
principals and teachers possess a willingness to learn a more sophisticated set of
collaboration skills in order to build mutual understanding.

Teacher autonomy and isolation
A number of recent studies have focused on gaining more understanding about the
creation of collaborative structures inside schools in order to reverse the isolation felt by
many teachers (Lieberman, 2000). These studies (McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993;
Newmann & Wehlage, 1995) found that supportive professional communities inside
schools did more than bring teachers together. In fact, these supportive communities
created an organizational setting that made continuous learning possible for all students
(Lieberman, 2000). Meier (1992) described these kinds of conditions in the following
passage.
At the very least, one must imagine schools in which teachers are in frequent
conversations with each other about their work, have easy and necessary access
to each other’s classrooms, take it for granted that they should comment on each
other’s work, and have the time to develop common standards for student work
(p 602).
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The isolation of teachers in public schools is well documented. (Goodlad, 1984;
Hargreaves, 1994; Lieberman, 1990; Lortie, 1975). There are very few formal
opportunities for teachers to speak to one another, let alone dialogue and reflect about
their practice. Teacher talk is restricted by space constraints, time constraints, and the
need for teachers to deliver appropriate instruction to a wide range of student needs and
capabilities. Teaching professionals spend the majority of non-teaching time preparing
lessons, assessing evaluations, speaking with parents, and running about gathering
appropriate instructional materials. Kruse (1999) reflected on her early experiences over
twenty years ago. She provides a rather humorous story and poignant commentary about
the prevailing norms in public schools. Undoubtedly, these norms are quite common in
many school systems.
During her first year teaching, Kruse was assigned a portable classroom out on a
corner of the playground, half a football field away from the rest of the building. Going
to the bathroom meant crossing the playground through all weather’s elements into the
main building. “My second year of teaching,” she remembers, “marked my move into
the building. There, I discovered something I hadn’t suspected; In the ‘real’ school
building teachers may be closer to the bathrooms, but many are no less isolated, alone,
and unsupported than I had been [a year earlier] in my portable” (Kruse, 1999). In
another quite pathetic tale from the field, Barth (1990) related a story of a teacher he met
who had taught 17,000 classes, over a period of 30 years teaching. During that span of
three decades he had only eight adult visitors, each was a principal conducting a formal
evaluation. Though there are numerous reasons for this isolation, it is clear that teachers
have little time to dialogue and share ideas with colleagues.
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Barth (1990) contends that no teacher wants to be perceived more expert than
another. “There is an unspoken rule that no teacher should be considered more talented
or more capable than any other teacher” (Marsh, 1999). Teachers are not inclined to
boast about their successes, nor do they tend to express their difficulties. Interestingly,
some believe that this isolation is a condition that is neither imposed on teachers by
outside forces, nor necessarily seen by them as a problem (Cochran-Smith and Susan
Lytle, 1996). In fact, there is a contradiction and a sense of security that describes this
isolation. “It makes for privacy as well as loneliness, autonomy as well as separation”
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1996) and most importantly, it safeguards them from the
scrutiny of others (Little, 1989). In many schools, the competent teacher is self-sufficient
and independent, making many autonomous decisions each day and accepting this state
of affairs without significant protest.
The notion that teachers can make meaningful contributions to school reform
efforts is substantiated in much of the contemporary restructuring literature (Fullan, 1991,
1993). In a report entitled “Honor what we know. Listen to what we say,” written after a
forum of teachers gathered with Secretary of Education, Richard Riley, in 1993, teachers
offered a strong recommendation that “schools are in need of means to establish a
professional climate that honors the experience of all participants and allows everyone to
feel a sense of ownership of any ideas or changes intended to improve any given school”
(Marsh, 1999, p. 188-189.) In some educational circles, researchers are finding that
outsiders who don’t understand the contextual limitations of the teaching/learning process
will not provide the answers to some of our school challenges. Many educational
researchers are now establishing a central commitment to professionalism that honors
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teachers’ opinions and ideas and recognizing that by instituting an innovative
commitment to enhancing a culture of professional communities, they may gain an
understanding of the ways in which teachers’ relationships can support and structure the
work of teachers and the lives of teachers in schools (Westheimer, 1998, 1999).
Although it is accepted that teachers in schools can derive support, motivation,
and direction from one another (Cohen, McLaughlin & Talbert, 1993; Meier, 1995; Sizer,
1992), “the means of such organization, mobilization, and leadership are rarely specified”
(Kahne & Westheimer, 2000). As presented earlier, teachers and principals are not
trained to work together in transforming their roles. Neither are they equipped to
collaboratively define the visionary direction of a school that encompasses a broad and
inclusive mission. Furthermore, working to define and design curriculum, working to
learn new teaching methodology, and learning the skills necessary for making important
organizational decisions, or the means for planning school-wide activities are also skills
teachers and principals should acquire.

Transformative Roles and Responsibilities
Contemporary leadership literature calls for the acquisition of such skills and
attitudes that will allow teachers and principals to reflect on both their individual and
collective role as a member of a group. This literature imparts a means for “substituting
personal responsibility and internal locus of control,” in order to search for common
standards and values that will drive any school toward ongoing instructional
improvements (Brown & Moffett, 1999).
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There are several such educational researchers who have thoughtfully created
ideas that can provide both the theoretical framework and practical understanding
necessary for school transformation. Henderson and Hawthorne (1995, 2000) develop
such skills through their “transformative curriculum leadership” ideas. McCutcheon
(1995) does the same through her research into group deliberation, and Parker (1998)
does the same in his efforts to redefine reflective practice. These researchers present
ways to transform the professional culture of schools by restructuring and transforming
roles and responsibilities. Each present the potential “means” by which teachers and
principals can transcend the cultural norms in schools, minimize their isolation, build
collaborative relationships, and create the collective action that can achieve such
important ends (O’Reilly, 2000b). In addition, each researcher presents new insight and
understanding of deliberative and reflective practices of teachers and principals and each
offers new understandings about conflict and tension that can result in group deliberation
and reflection.
Furthermore, these models are important to this research project because they
offer new insight into the kind of school restructuring efforts that can lead to the
development of PSC. They present a means by which teachers and principals can
enhance school conditions that will allow them to derive support, motivation and
direction from one another. They understand the complexities of such a process, and the
growing significance of improving professional relationships in our nation’s schools. It
is for these reasons that I briefly describe each of these educational researcher’s recent
contributions in the sections that follow. In these next three sections, I describe each set
of ideas as a means for better understanding and enhancing PSC.
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Understanding deliberation is a means bv which community is enhanced
McCutcheon (1995) defines deliberation as the following:
Deliberation is a process of reasoning about practical problems. It is solution
oriented, that is, toward deciding on a course of action. A deliberative approach
is a decision-making process in which people, individually or in groups, conceive
a problem, create and weigh likely alternative solutions to it, envision the
probable results of each alternative, and select or develop the best course of
action. It is not a linear process, although specific activities are necessary.
McCutcheon (1995) proceeds to shape what she considers the important
characteristics of deliberation acknowledging that deliberation has “at least nine
important characteristics” (p.5).
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Deliberators consider and weigh alternative possible solutions and actions.
Deliberators envision potential actions and outcomes of each.
Deliberators consider equally means and ends, facts and values.
Deliberators act within time constraint.
Deliberation has a moral dimension.
Deliberation has a social enterprise.
Deliberation has simultaneity (Many things vie for the deliberator’s
attention.)
8. In deliberation there is a presence of interest.
9. In deliberation conflict fuels deliberation and drives the process.

McCutcheon (1995) sees the realm of curriculum as perfect for deliberation
because curriculum represents “complicated practical problems with multiple solutions”
(p. 11). The solutions, along with the content of the deliberations, “cannot be transferred
to different contexts and problems because each problem is rooted in a unique set of
factors” (p. 12). It is the dynamic nature of this deliberative process that makes it an
appropriate and fitting framework for this study.
As the teachers and I worked together to design the curriculum of the new school,
the content of our deliberations was very perplexing and so unique to our situation.
%

According to McCutcheon (1995), during the group process of developing the
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curriculum, “a mini-society forms about the values, the nature of knowledge, and ways of
operating” (p. 149). While the group engages in a common purpose, teachers’ practical
theories and normative interests are brought to the “table,” representing each person’s
life’s experiences and informing the group of each member’s “platform” (McCutcheon,
1995). It is from these competing practical theories that conflict in a group can result,
conflict that can lead people in an organization to fracture, lose interest, and leave out
potentially powerful alternatives. This is particularly critical in this research project as the
conflict that does occur impacts the group’s ability to create what I refer to earlier as a set
of common understandings regarding the school’s mission, the curriculum, and the
instruction that embodies both.
In McCutcheon’s deliberation process (1995), as members’ practical theories are
put forth, competition results. This, she believes, forces deliberators to examine
alternatives closely. She contends that it is the sorting out of these alternatives that lead a
group away from individual interests and toward a group platform. However, this sorting
out is not a linear process, nor is it easy. McCutcheon (1995) and Zacarian (1996)
contend that conflict and tension are normative behaviors in group deliberation. Further,
they believe such behaviors are beneficial only when participants are willing to analyze
and examine such tension and conflict. In fact, Zacarian believes that it is critical for
group participants to examine the tension and conflict that are present in their talk.
McCutcheon (1999) and Zacarian believe that recognizing and accepting conflict is an
important and meaningful aspect of a group’s knowledge construction. They view
conflict as critical to the group deliberative process and “very beneficial in virtually
forcing deliberators to examine alternatives closely” (1999, p. 37). Undoubtedly, a
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group’s methods of dealing with conflict and tension can have a very significant impact
on the group’s ability to operate together, let alone in forming a series of common
understandings. Examining people’s means of dealing with the kind conflict and tension
that results when people disagree about practical teaching issues may also be helpful in
determining the particular nature of a PSC, particularly when conflict and tension impact
the way people communicate with one another, their relationships with one another, and
the way the communicate with one another.
Though McCutcheon (1995) does not describe group deliberation as an aspect or
framework for PSC, I see it as a means for examining the dynamic interactions of a group
of professionals who value one another and who recognize the interdependence that is so
necessary in a collective organization. Moreover, when used as a framework in this
research project, in examining the process by which a particular school and its teachers
and principal define the curriculum, the school’s practices and its traditions,
understanding the deliberation process more deeply leads to a far greater understanding
of a group’s common commitment and purpose for teaching and learning. Do people
working toward building a PSC understand more deeply the content, and context of their
situation, the meaning that drives each individual and the meaning and purpose of their
institution? It is possible that people working toward creating a PSC move toward what
Henderson & Hawthorne (1995) describe as:

1. The capacity to examine how they conduct their practice and why,
2. The ability to create a vision of how they will collaborate,
3. Greater understanding of the virtues that characterize their educational
transactions, and
4. The capacity to continue to grow themselves.
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Henderson and Hawthorne (1995) and Henderson and Kesson (1999) present a
constructivist interpretation of curriculum development that is closely aligned with
McCutcheon’s (1995) deliberation framework. Both these works detail a collaborative
approach for pedagogically centered, critically informed curriculum practice they refer to
as “democratic curriculum leadership.” They advocate for a collaborative and collegial
approach to curriculum development, “while recognizing the centrality of individual
teacher’s beliefs and imaginative planning” (p. 77). They believe that:
Collaborative curriculum development enables teachers to network, to share their
readings of students and the community, to exchange views on the relative
importance of some content or reasoning strategy, and to critically examine their
collective work. Collaborative curriculum development can be very synergistic in
that the ideas of one teacher can stimulate ideas in the minds of others with the
group ultimately generating a variety of possibilities far exceeding what any one
teacher could typically formulate. [In addition], collaborative efforts in
curriculum development enhance critical reflection on what is intended and why
(p. 77).

The relevance of McCutcheon’s, (1995), Henderson and Hawthorne’s (1995), and
Henderson and Kesson’s (1999) contributions regarding collaborative curriculum
development has great potential for significantly impacting educational practice and the
creation of PSC. It is well understood that curriculum has been so broadly defined and
contested throughout the last two centuries (O’Reilly, 1999a). Many contend that what is
taught in the nation’s schools and how is taught by teachers reflects the historical
confusion. Curriculum is interpreted and exercised differently from school to school
(Pinar, Reynolds, Slattery and Taubman, 1995) and is at the center of many disputes at
the national level. This is also true at the local level, as well. The broad interpretation of
curriculum has led to the curriculum field “fraught with controversy and confusion and
without any clear-cut direction” (O’Reilly, 2000a, p. 2). O Reilly, (2000a) contends that
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further expanding and understanding of the contemporary and historical theories that
guide day-to-day teaching and learning practices is paramount if we are to have common
understanding of what is taught. This is not an endorsement for a national curriculum.
On the contrary, I believe effective and meaningful curriculum is created and enacted at
the school level. Developing common understandings about the curriculum and the
methodology for delivering the curriculum is critical. I support Henderson and Kesson’s
(1999) claim that true curriculum reform will not happen without “carefully cultivated
dialogue among all curriculum stakeholders.” Although Henderson and Kesson’s idea of
stakeholders draws from the larger community, including parents, business leaders, and
religious workers, I believe that true curriculum reform begins in each school. Creating
opportunities for teachers and principals to engage in collaboration while gaining
common understandings about what is taught and how it is to be taught in a school is a
significant aspect, as well as a considerable challenge, in forming a PSC. Perhaps by
gaining greater understandings of how teachers transcend their different curriculum
beliefs, we may better understand the variations of PSC that exist and that are ultimately
established in any given school.
Henderson and Hawthorn’s (1995; 2000) and Henderson and Kesson’s (1999)
descriptions of a democratic curriculum leader defies the traditional aspects of school
leadership. It transforms the work that has been traditionally given solely to principals
(Smith and Andrews, 1989) and views leadership as a “collective learning process”
focused toward providing the opportunity for “broad-based and skillful participation” to
teachers, as well (Lambert, 1998).
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It is about learning together and constructing meaning and knowledge collectively
and collaboratively. It involves opportunities to surface and mediate perceptions,
values, beliefs, information, and assumptions through continuing conversations;
to inquire about and generate ideas together; to seek to reflect upon and make
sense of work in the light of shared beliefs and new information; and to create
actions that grow out of these new understandings (Lambert, 1998).
How do teachers and a principal engaged in arriving at common understandings
of a school’s curriculum create meaningful actions that grow out of these new
understandings? What guides this collaborative work as they construct a curriculum that
each of them understands, values and views as important for children? How do a
principal and a group of teachers arrive at a central purpose for their community and a
shared belief and practice that is based on their continuous deliberations about that
community and the curriculum?
Perhaps, reflective practice cultivates the capacity for group members to open up
their circle of beliefs so that they can “hear” other points of view as meaningful. Squires
(1999) claims that professional educators “disengage temporarily from the immediacy of
practice to think about what they are doing—and about what they are thinking about it” (p.
16). This disengagement is embodied in reflective practice, which, like deliberation,
offers diverse perspectives that can often lead to “a deeper understanding of
organizational reality and an enriched knowledge base for decision-making (Patterson,
1993, p. 7).4 Reflective practice therefore may be informative to this study as it may
provide deeper insight into the actual work that teachers and principals do when working
toward understanding others’ perspectives in a PSC.

4 McCutcheon (1995) believes that reflection and deliberation are not the same things. She defines
deliberation using nine characteristics and believes that reflection, like discussion, “does not have all or
most of the characteristics” (p. 4) of deliberation. While I have not found a researched based listing of the
characteristics of reflection, the meta-cognitive dimension of reflection is the characteristic that is most
meaningful and pertinent to this study.
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Understanding reflection as a means by which community is enhanced
When educators are able to disengage from what Squires refers to as the
“immediacy of practice,” they engage in reflective practice (Schon, 1983; Dewey, 1933;
Parker, 1997). This experiential paradigm aims to improve practice through an
accumulation of understanding as a result of ongoing self-appraisal and redevelopment.
Although some believe that any thought about one’s practice can be termed reflection,
there is a deeper, more substantial emphasis to it in the field of education today.
Reflection is a metacognitive process that Schon (1983) contends is much deeper.
Reflection can improve the quality of decisions and subsequent actions by reaching
beyond the routine of habitual behavior to seek news ideas and perceptions. Dewey
(1933), calls it an “open-mindedness” that allows an individual to consider alternative
perspectives. It is this “open-mindedness” that leads to change. While some contend that
reflective practice is uniform and a solitary exercise, clearly the consideration of
alternatives would not exist without it being a community practice and a collaborative
social enterprise.
Practice, on this view, is constantly subject to the spiraling process of
hypothesizing, investigation, reasoning, testing, and evaluation, leading to
modification and on, in turn to further investigation (Dewey, 1933) This is no
solitary enterprise: although individuals are urged continually to subject their own
practice to rational interrogation, the principal means by which the appropriate
critical perspective may be achieved will not be private but public. The public
setting of such interrogations and the dialogue, which surrounds them is essential
to the notion of rationality upon which the distinctive character of reflective
teaching depends. Any private investigation must therefore be at best provisional
(Parker, 1997 p. 31).
The conversations that ensue in these public settings are what Schon (1983) refers
to as “reflective conversations within the situation” (pp 241-242). Because they are
%

situational, they’re authentic and meaningful. Parker (1997) believes that the reflective
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practitioner must submit her/himself to a “public context of investigation,” offering
her/his work to a “systematic examination within critical communities of inquiries (p.
48). This context is what enlightens the practitioner with new insight, knowledge and
understanding and allows this paradigm to transcend the simplistic, unintellectual and
inadequate informed practice. Reflection becomes active and continuous learning for
both the individual and the community and enhances strategies developed and utilized by
both, as well. Like deliberation, reflective practice underscores the importance of
inclusivity, trust building and the social nature of the teaching/learning process and it
leads to a deliberation among and between people who can identify problems and allow
critically informed solutions to be considered and implemented. As mentioned
previously, submitting oneself to such public context is quite the challenge, often
resulting in tension and conflict among group members.

Understanding conflict as a means by which community is enhanced
Anyone who is working to better understand teacher collaboration recognizes the
dynamic nature of diverse groups of people working together. Each individual brings a
valuable but unique understanding of the issues at hand and the context of the
environment. Accepting the conflict and tension that can result when this happens and
when individual preferences need to coexist within an organization, is paramount for all
members of a community working collegially (Zacarian, 1996; McCutcheon, 1995).
Senge (1990) writes about the use of creative tension, which he calls the “gap between
the vision of the organization and its current reality.” He believes that these differences
“emerge from the scrutiny of the real world of human actions and the idealized world of
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beliefs, and ultimately lead to an essential condition of growth and learning” (Henderson
& Hawthorn, 1995, p. 93). Henderson and Hawthorn (1995) refer to this state as
“cognitive dissonance” and see it as a natural aspect of a reflective and deliberative
action. “Cognitive dissonance is a feeling of discomfort engendered by information or
experiences that are perceived to be in conflict with fundamental constructs” (p. 35).
Furthermore, they see the benefits of what they call, “synergistic practice.” They
understand it as the capacity for educational professionals of differing perspectives and
interests, to see the work of schools in the best interest of children.
Though conflict can be seen as counterproductive, as when it is embodied in
avoidance, creating a scapegoat, coalition building or ignoring behaviors (McCutcheon
1995; Zacarian, 1996), many view conflict and tension as a pivotal experience in
avoiding complacency, building agreements, and fostering growth (Westheimer, 1998;
McCutcheon, 1995; Henderson & Hawthorn, 1995). “Conflict drives the deliberative
process as individuals strive to move from personal and subjective interpretations and
platforms, to one arrived by a group” (McCutcheon, 1995, p. 7). By examining
alternative positions more carefully, as opposed to deliberating alone or when unanimity
exists, creative and less restrictive alternatives will likely be considered.
This insight toward conflict and tension is important to this study as teachers
build common understandings about the school mission, the curriculum, and the teaching
methodology. In an attempt to better understand conflict, Amason and his colleagues
(1995) distinguish between affective and cognitive conflict in their work with teams.
They described affective conflict as another name for interpersonal conflict. “These are
disagreements at various levels of person-to-person or group-to-group antagonism. It is
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often that affective conflict saps energy, sidetracks tasks, and blocks much of the group
work” (Garmston and Wellman, p. 185, 1999). Affective conflict can be hidden in the
group’s interactions or it can be on the surface, plainly visible. On the other hand,
cognitive conflict is conflict over ideas and approaches. Amason and his colleagues
describe these as “healthy fights” and are a characteristic of high-performing groups. “Of
critical importance to this type of conflict is that ideas and issues are separated from
people. Ideas belong to the group and can be held up to the light of critical examination
and analysis” (Garmston and Wellman, p. 185, 1999.) Clearly, it is cognitive conflict
that should be amplified, and affective conflict, minimized. Building the capacity for an
organization to move away from affective conflict can be a means for building
collaborative, trusting and interdependent relationships. Of particular interest in this
study is how teachers and the principal perceive conflict and more importantly, the means
by which conflict is dealt. This is critical because understanding teachers’ and the
principal’s perceptions of conflict and their means of dealing with conflict may again
have a very profound impact on the type of PSC a school ultimately becomes. Zacarian
(1996) has found that people’s perception of conflict and how they deal with it, (such as
avoiding, scapegoating, dependency, and the formation of coalitions), can impact the
work that is ultimately achieved. Thus, one would assume that the perceptions held by
teachers’ and principals’ and subsequent actions as well, would be essential to the
formation and health of a PSC. As teachers and principals work toward reaching
common understandings, how they work with and through conflict can have a significant
impact on the very nature of their professional community.

37

Conclusion
When teachers and principals in public schools move away from norms of
hierarchy, strict individuality, and autonomous decision-making, toward what
Westheimer (1993) and McLaughlin (1993) describe as norms and beliefs that enhance
collegial relations, shared goals, occasions for collaboration, and mutual support and
obligation, a challenging and dynamic endeavor is the result. The result is the
establishment of a professional school community. This challenging endeavor, however,
is once again complicated by the fact that professional community is an ambiguous
model for school restructuring; one that is characterized and conceptualized differently
by many teachers and principals. The result is that it is severely problematic to define
how any one PSC might look or act. The challenge is also enhanced by institutional
norms of isolation and autonomous decision-making for teachers and principals.
Working to better understand people’s conceptualizations of community while working
to reduce these institutionalized norms of isolation and autonomy may inform researchers
who are attempting to create opportunities for teachers and principals to engage in
collaborative endeavors.
This research examines those conceptualizations of community held by a number
of teachers and me, so as to better understand the impact these conceptualizations have
on the creation of a shared school mission and the formulation of common
understandings of the curriculum and the teaching and learning that occurs in that school.
Furthermore, I will be analyzing the factors that may contribute toward the creation of a
common conceptualization of community held by the entire group, and exploring the
tension and conflict that results.
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According to Lieberman (1986), “schools’ contexts, needs, talents and
commitments differ, but one thing appears to be constant; schools cannot improve
without people working together” (p. 61). Establishing and enhancing such a culture can
be a challenging endeavor (O’Reilly, 1995) characterized by teachers who trust one
another (Barth, 1990) and have the opportunity to share and discuss their personal values
and beliefs about the teaching and learning process (Clement & Vandenberghe, 1997).
Exploring further and gaining meaningful information regarding opportunities for
teachers and a principal to engage in ongoing dialogue, while sharing personal
viewpoints and beliefs about teaching and learning is the goal of this research. It is my
theory that the benefits of cohesive and supportive communities reach beyond the
affective domain, doing more than increasing the sense of identity and belonging among
members. Besides expanding the likelihood that everyone understands the overall
mission and sense of purpose, PSC can lead to opportunities for teachers and principals to
reflect on practice, to be part of a critical inquiry process that can lead to a transformation
of teaching models, to view learning in a meaningful context, and to consider what
schools can provide to mediate the contextual hardships that each school encounters each
and every day of the year.
This review of literature suggests a number of key points that must be considered
when engaging teachers and a principal in a study that examines the professional
relationships that form between them, and the type of community that is created.
To begin with, because of the ambiguity associated with the term community, this
research has the potential for more specifically recognizing those actions that foster
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greater communal opportunities for teachers and principals who work together in a
school. As Westheimer has stated:
The practical task of community building in schools must follow the development
of not only a clear conceptualization of community but also the specific values
and commitments that such a conceptualization embodies and institutional
structures that make those commitments real (p. 149).
Therefore, it is also important to understand the current state of schools, both with
regard to the ways schools are organized and run, but also with regard to the types of
interactions that occur between and among teachers and principals. For this reason, a
very brief summary of the ways in which schools are traditionally organized was
presented. Typically, schools are organized in bureaucratic ways that possess a
hierarchical structure whereby teachers are left out of the decision-making process and
principals are deeply enmeshed in dealing with the mundane, yet challenging, day-to day
operations of a school. The result of this phenomenon is that schools can be institutions
dominated by disconnected teachers and routine minded principals who are both
autonomous and independent. Furthermore, teachers and principals are isolated from one
another, and have little opportunity to engage themselves in organizational processes that
prove to be supportive, communal, and reflective.
It is imperative to consider the contemporary literature that addresses the
challenges in schools mentioned above. For this reason this chapter has revealed the
need for teachers and principals to look at themselves as individuals, as well as
collectively as members of a school group, who work together toward reaching common
understandings, standards, and values. Gaining new insights regarding deliberative and
reflective practice, and the means for overcoming tension and conflict that can exist when
teachers and principals engage in group deliberation and reflective practice, is critical.
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Such understandings will help people working in schools move toward gaining greater
understandings of shared professional action that drive a school toward ongoing
instructional improvements (Lieberman, 1986).
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGNS AND METHODS

Introduction and Overview
In this chapter, I provide an overview of this research project and a rationale for
conducting the research. In addition I provide a description of the research design,
including data collection and analysis methods used throughout. While I refrain from
describing a detailed account of the setting or a comprehensive description of the
research participants in this chapter, both Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 serve as a means of
orienting the readers of the research to the people and places involved in this study.
This project put together a group of seven elementary classroom teachers
(preschool through grade six), an elementary special education teacher, and a school
principal who met weekly throughout a school year to discuss various aspects of a new
school. Analyzing the way that each participant conceptualizes PSC and the impact that
these conceptualizations have on their collaborative and cooperative work together was
the focus of this research project. As Westheimer (1998) has noted:
Researchers could benefit from a stronger conceptualization of communities
based in empirical research... As more case studies explore the nuances of efforts
to build communities at other sites, researchers may gain a better understanding of
the ways communities form, develop, and are maintained (pp. 148-149).

This ethnographic research project provided such an opportunity because it is
situated at the very infancy of a school as this group of teachers and principal create and
define the school’s mission, its curriculum and the teaching methodology employed.
This project explored the interactions of these participants as they worked together in
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small group (two or three people) and large group (the entire professional staff) meetings
discussing a proposed literacy curriculum, professional development initiatives, their
relationships with one another, and other related school issues. It investigated the
participants’ individual conceptualizations of PSC, the impact these individual
conceptualizations had on their dialogues around literacy and other curriculum areas, and
their work together as teachers. Furthermore, it investigates the ways in which the co¬
memberships were established between participants and the how the participants’
conceptualizations of professional community were impacted by others.
My reasons for conducting research in this area included the following:
1. My beliefs about collaborative and collective work in school settings.
2. An interest in better understanding how principals and teachers can work
with one another to provide for the diverse needs of the children who
attend their school
3. An interest in exploring the uncertainties that exist regarding collaborative
work between and among teachers and principals who share a school
setting.
This prospect of teachers and principals working together in the process of
identifying common understandings about school curriculum and teaching methodology
is an opportunity to turn away from traditional bureaucratic structures dominated by
hierarchical roles (Lortie, 1975; Wasley, 1991). It is my assumption that schools can
benefit by moving toward more democratic and transformational organizations for
teachers and principals, recognized by collaborative opportunities for decision-making
and school planning (O’Reilly, Fall, 2000b). Furthermore, examining professional
behavior in a natural setting such as a school can better inform educators about the
creation and usefulness of PSC in defining a school’s mission while creating common
understandings about its curriculum and teaching methodologies.
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With further studies of teacher professional communities, researchers may gain a better
understanding of the specifics of teacher communities. By embracing the conflicts and
the struggles rather than glossing over them, critics of teacher communities may better
understand the benefits, drawbacks, and obstacles in communities, talking honestly about
the dilemmas, the potential, and the pitfalls of communities of practice (Westheimer,
1998).
In part, this research project contributes to the existing knowledge researchers
have obtained regarding professional community, by following closely the words and
actions of a group of teachers and a principal. It offers the opportunity to examine the
interactions of the participants over a sustained period of time and to investigate,
specifically, the following questions:
1. What are individual conceptualizations of PSC?
2. What are the socially constructed conceptualizations of PSC?
3. How are these individual and co-constructed conceptualizations of PSC enacted in
this PSC?
4. How do conflict and tension affect these individual and co-constructed
conceptualizations of PSC?

Ethnographic Research
Spradley (1980) describes the central aim of ethnography as a means of
understanding another way of life using a native point of view. Learning from one
another by scrutinizing human behavior in natural settings and by placing oneself in that
setting and gaining a sense of social reality that is “constructed through continual face-toface interactions with others”, ethnographers are better able to understand various
perspectives and meaning. These principles are important to this research as
understanding participants’ point of view provides crucial insight about their
conceptualizations of PSC. More importantly, by being a member and participant
researcher of this community, I not only gain a holistic vision and perception that
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includes the object being analyzed (in this case a group of educators working together),
but also the “background, foreground and sideground,” referred to by Peacock (1986) as
the total milieu.

Understanding this total milieu, and gaining this holistic perspective, I

immersed myself into the natural setting while engaging in an interactive and unifying
experience. By grounding my inquiry based on these principles (Ely, 1991), I worked
toward gaining a genuine understanding of experience as nearly as possible as the
participants in this research project “feel it or see it” (Sherman and Webb, 1988). It is
this genuine understanding that is critical to all social research, especially this PSC
project, as understanding the meaning these participants constructed through their words
and their behaviors illuminated a reality that might have been normally hidden or unseen
(Bailey, 1993). These participants’ insights provided me “insider” conceptualizations
into PSC that I may have not normally seen or understood. Furthermore, they allowed
me as the researcher, to explore deeper and in context what was occurring and the
multiple interpretations occurring at any given time.
As the researcher, I incorporated what Bailey (1993) refers to as a "theoretical and
methodological apparatus” in order to provide alternative perspectives. At the same time,
the participants in this study provided additional insights, which proved crucial to
understanding the group’s behavior and meaning making process (Bailey, 1993). While I
brought understandings to this project that I have gained by virtue of reading and
researching and that I consciously decided would frame this project, relying solely on
these perspectives would have left behind critical interpretations, descriptions and
analyses that I could never discover on my own. Bailey (1993) contends that both etic
and emic data are essential for gaining a holistic understanding of the social setting, and
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doing so, allows the researcher the opportunity to explore and compare both institutional
and local perspectives. Clearly, this was an important aspect of this research, as it
involved the exploration of a concept that relied on the perspectives of others in order to
gain a solid understanding of the data being analyzed.

Research Perspectives
As an orientation for this research project, I relied on the theoretical conceptions
of ethnography of communication presented by Gumperz and Hymes (1972), Schiffrin
(1994), and Gee (1999). Their conceptions of a speech community provided a
framework that allowed me the opportunity to better understand the acts and events that
occurred as the teachers and I worked together to build the new school. According to
Hymes (1973), a speech community is a “local unit, characterized for its members by
common locality and primary interaction” (p.51). This local unit shares “knowledge of
rules for the conduct and the interpretation of speech” (p.51). Considering this cultural
knowledge was crucial in understanding the meaning-making process as the participants
in this research worked together.
As a group of elementary educators who were brought together by a desire to
begin working in a new school (as indicated in Chapter 4), the participants in this study
shared more than common interest. All of us went through professional training, student
teaching, classroom teaching in other schools, and the application and interview process,
including site visits required by the school district protocol. By virtue of these
experiences, though diverse in many ways, we developed some common norms for
speaking, interacting and interpreting speech that make us a distinctive speech
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community. Seeking greater understanding of this particular speech community, and the
norms that guide the participants’ behavior, so as to better comprehend the means by
which a PSC is formed, was the ultimate goal of this research project. Zacarian, (1996)
suggests that it is the job of an ethnographic researcher to “tease out interpretive
information from the data gleaned from moment to moment interactions” (p. 57), and that
this emic interpretation is essential for a complete understanding a particular community.
Once again, as a participant researcher, my aim was to gain this insider’s perspective that
led to completely understanding the factors that both contributed toward the successful
creation of a PSC and features that negatively impacted its dynamic existence.
Furthermore, Gumperz & Hymes (1972) and Zacarian (1996) suggest that
communication ethnographers gain understanding through careful examination and
analysis of these speech communities, acknowledging the importance of “scene and
setting, participants, forms of speech, message content, norms of interaction, purpose of
an event from a community standpoint, tone in which an act was done, where the event
took place, [and so forth]” (Gumperz & Hymes, 1972 in Zacarian, 1996, p. 87 ). As
participant researcher it was my job to investigate this speech community, creating a
“thick description” of context so that meaning and greater understanding of the language
used could emerge (Geertz, 1973).
Schiffrin (1994) states that because this language is both socially and culturally
constructed, “the way we use language not only reflects our group based identity but also
provides continual indices as to who we are, what we communicate, and how we know
how to do so” (p. 102). One’s identity and status in a group, as well as what one is
saying and doing at any moment in time is critical in understanding both the group and

47

the speech situation. Because every utterance serves the function of signaling a person’s
identity and because the context that each utterance is given is equally important to
interpretation, language is “situated” (Gumperz, 1982; Shiffrin, 1994). In essence,
language both partially provides the context, while also functioning “in” context. As
Shiffrin (1994) reveals, “Language and context co-constitute one another: language
contextualizes and is contextualized, such that language does not just function ‘in’
context, language also forms and provides context” (p. 134). By analyzing discourse in
this speech community and by looking at other sources of data that I have gathered, such
as memos, notes, and interviews, I analyzed both the language used to create the context,
(small group, large group, memo from me to entire teaching staff, one on one meeting
between two teachers) and also the meaning created in the local context. This is
particularly crucial in understanding the nature of tension and conflict that emerged
between the participants in this research project over time.
Garmson and Wellman (1999) believe that conflict is merely energy in a system
and that people bring their own meaning to conflict. “The way they do so is influenced
by personal history, cultural norms, family patterns, and the practices of the group within
which they work” (p. 184).

They believe that while conflict is an important “resource”

for forging better practices, many groups try to avoid it. They contend that certain ways
of perceiving and approaching conflict limit possibilities and constrain a group’s
productiveness in increasingly destructive ways. These understandings were important
when analyzing the conflict between participants in this research.
In the case of this research, I contend that individual perceptions of conflict held
by the teachers’ and the principal had a significant impact on the very nature of the
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professional community that was created. In addition, the participants’ subsequent
actions in dealing with the conflict that emerged, and the means by which they worked
with and through this tension and conflict also impacted the evolving PSC. In this
research project, I was able to explore both the socially and culturally constructed
meaning of conflict that evolved. This was done through a detailed analysis of both the
dialogue that occurred and the various interrelationships that were forged. Thus, I was
better equipped to investigate the means by which conflict and tension became an
important facet in the process of building a PSC. In addition, by exploring other features
of conflict, such as externalization of the problem and intolerance of uncertainty (Roby,
1985; McCutcheon, 1995) I was further provided with several additional “tools” that
assisted me in interpreting the dynamic situation that evolved at the Norton Elementary
School.
Finally, according to Gee (1999) making visible and recognizable who we are and
what we are doing always requires more than language. “It requires that we act, think,
value, and interact in ways that together with language render who we are and what we
are doing recognizable to others (and ourselves)” (p. 6). This viewpoint provided me with
a way to pull together all of the above perspectives when looking at the work that these
teachers and I did together. By understanding that identities are “situated” (different
identities are enacted in different settings) and understanding that language is social
(different styles of language are used to enact different identities in different settings) I
was able to more clearly comprehend the nature of the teachers’ and my interactions with
one another and the situated meaning that was put forth and interpreted in the speech
community we created.

Gee (1999) states, “Since different identities and activities are
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enacted in and through language, the study of language is integrally connected to matters
of equity and justice” (p. 6). Since I have stated that not all things are equal in schools,
the nature of our words reveals the very nature of our “worlds” and understanding both
can be very helpful in understanding conceptualizations of PSC at Norton Elementary.
According to Vygotsky (1986) “language is the link that unites both the social world and
an individual’s cognitive world” (in Bailey, 1993). Meaningful research that explores the
creation and resilience of a professional school community may be balancing on this link
as well.

Data Collection
Much of the data for this study was collected in the fall, winter, and spring of the
1996-1997 school-year from weekly meetings called “dialogue sessions.” (Dialogue
sessions are explained in depth in the next section.) Additional data was collected during
the year from small group formal meetings between a teacher (or two teachers) and me.
Formal meetings and all dialogue sessions were audio taped and then transcribed.
(Written consent from each of the teachers was garnered early on in the school year.)
Table 1 will help frame all of these sessions in terms of providing important information
including the dates of each meeting, the topic, the meeting length, and the members who
participated.
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Date

Topic

Length of
Meetings

Membership

October 9, 1996

35 minutes

October 16, 1996

Reading and
Running Records
Mentoring

October 23, 1996

Mentoring/Reading

75 minutes

November 6, 1996

Literacy Issues

73 minutes

November 13,
1996
November 13,
1996
November 15,
1996
December 1996
Date Unknown

Teaming
Difficulties
General
Issues/Discipline
Sharing Concerns

28 minutes

All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal (Jennie
not present.)
All Teachers and
Principal
Phoebe and Philip

Sharing Concerns
Conflict Mediation
with Students
Report Cards

32 minutes
58 minutes

Open Dialogue to
Discuss Personal
Challenges
Running Records

81 minutes

Grade
Configurations
Thoughts about
Year
Running
Record/Next
Year’s Mentor
Teaming
Difficulties
Professional
Development
Professional
Development

59 minutes

January 6, 1997
February 27, 1997

March 5, 1997
April 2, 1997
April 4, 1997
April 9, 1997

April 10, 1997
May 7, 1997
May 15, 1997
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45 minutes

45 minutes
95 minutes

57 minutes

57 minutes

49 minutes

All Teachers and
Principal
Dillon and Philip
Jennie and Philip
All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal
Phoebe and Philip

66 minutes

All Teachers and
Principal

60 minutes

Phoebe, Elizabeth
and Philip
All Teachers and
Principal
All Teachers and
Principal

69 minutes
73 minutes

Additional data collection techniques included participant observation, interviews,
field notes and personal reflection writings from several of the participants. In a few
instances I used staff memorandums that I wrote to professional staff during my tenure as
principal and a few memos and notes that teachers wrote to me were used as well. These
memos proved to be very helpful as I considered our roles and relationships. Certainly
they contained data that helped me consider my style of leadership and the differentiated
role of principal and building colleague to the teachers at Norton Elementary School.

Dialogue Sessions (Description)
In a recent work on professional communities, Garmston and Wellman (1999)
described several elements of professional communities. Among these elements was
“reflective dialogue,” which they described as “a melding of the private and the public
and of autonomy and interdependence... a key leavening agent in the work of professional
communities” (pi9). Furthermore, they present the idea that “dialogue is a means for
developing shared understandings of such things as the purposes and the processes for
learning” (p. 19). It is for these reasons that I suggested to the teachers that we establish
what was to be termed “dialogue sessions,” which would serve as a means for us all to
better understand one another and to develop shared understandings. Though these
dialogue sessions were meetings for all instructional staff, it is important to note that they
were not the traditional staff meetings that most schools have once or twice a month. In
contrast, these meetings were opportunities for teachers to dialogue with one another
about pedagogy and teaching methodology and were created as a means to discuss the
evolving curriculum. Dialogue sessions were not a means for me to disseminate
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information to the staff, rather a chance for all of us to collaboratively build the school
and the curriculum, while gaining new insight into various methods of teaching
elementary aged children. When we first began these sessions, I set the agenda for
discussions to be centered on literacy and the mentoring program I was attempting to
implement. By early November, however, the data presented both in Chapters 6 and 7,
indicate that many of the teachers felt that the group needed to discuss a number of other
issues important to the development of the school, its teaching, and the curriculum. As a
result of this push from a majority of teachers, the agendas for these meetings became
more collaboratively created, and the topics for these meetings included such things as
the design of a report card, discipline issues, and the nature of people’s working
relationships. As indicated in the data, the nature of these sessions evolved throughout
the year as the participants implemented changes to the content discussed at various
times. Looking at these changes that occurred over time was critical in my gaining a
more complete understanding of the relationships between the teachers and me as we
created our own PSC. These sessions were packed with meaningful dialogue that
illustrated the various conceptions people had regarding what should be taught, how it
should be taught, and the means by which it should be taught, also.
We gathered for these dialogue sessions at various locations throughout the
school. (An initial session was even held outside.) Most of the first few sessions were
held in the spacious, open meeting area in the center of the school. After several
gatherings in this area, we moved into the library, which was quieter and more intimate.
Several meetings later we moved these dialogue sessions to the large (15X30) “Resource
Room,” where we continued to gather for several months. Soon we settled back in the
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library as our accepted and permanent meeting area. In this room we met in the rear
corner, a cozy area, adorned with plenty of natural light and live hanging plants all
around.
We met on many Wednesday afternoons after the children went home, sitting in
cushioned chairs, on built-in wooden benches, or on the floor, depending on our style, our
physical needs, and the order in which we arrived at the meeting. We were always
arranged in a circle, which would allow each of us to see one another face to face. Notes
from the meetings were usually taken on large chart paper recorded by each of the
members on a rotating basis. These charts too became valuable data for this project, and
drafts for many official documents that were created.

Analysis
Three types of analysis were conducted for this research project. An initial
analysis, presented in Chapters 4 and 5 provided a detailed description of this particular
speech community. By conducting this “broad analysis” (Zacarian, 1996) of this speech
situation, I provided a deeper understanding of the context, including the participants, the
setting and the early sequence of important events.
This first analysis lays out the participants’ initial conceptualizations of
community, before we all came together as a group, as embodied in their introductory
letters of application. These early conceptualizations were important to include, as they
provided a baseline of information before the participants met together as a group.
Although these letters appear to detail some similar understandings about the nature of
working relationships in schools, it is through the analysis of these letters, and the later
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analyses of other transcription data in Chapters 6, 7, and 8, that the dynamic nature of this
social scene is hilly captured.
A second analysis for this research project provided the opportunity for careful
examination of participants’ conceptualizations of community as they worked together in
the dialogue sessions, creating the school’s mission, its curriculum and teaching
methodology employed at the school. Through an analysis of transcription data in
several dialogue sessions, the small group meetings that were also audio-recorded and
later transcribed, and through individual correspondence such as memos and notes, it was
not only possible to gain understanding about each member’s conceptualizations of
community as they evolved, but also a grasp of the impact that each member’s
conceptualization had on the formation of PSC over the course of our work together.
Bailey (1993) contends that even though a transcription may be an edited version of an
original social scene, “it is nevertheless a powerful research tool” (p. 32). This was
certainly the case in terms of this research project, as the transcripts in this research
document much of the official contact the teachers and I had with one another throughout
the year. This was of critical importance for both the second analysis and the
microanalysis that are interwoven throughout Chapters 6,7, and 8.
Much of what we talked about during these sessions references who we were as
educators, our strong beliefs about teaching and learning and our notions of professional
community in schools. Used in this analysis was a framework created for a pilot study
(O’Reilly, 1995) that placed relevant discourse regarding community into metaphoric
categories as tools for identifying conceptualizations of community used by the
participants. Garmston and Wellman (1999) have suggested that “a group’s metaphorical

55

language provides containers for thinking that hold unconscious assumptions, beliefs,
goals and values.” They refer to these “containers” as “operating metaphor,” suggesting
that “a person’s conceptual system is primarily metaphorical in nature,” and that
“concepts structure what people perceive” (p. 189). This framework created for a pilot
study and used more extensively in this research is based on this understanding and
provided an empirical means for tracking the community conceptualizations in this
research over a period of time. Using this framework was critical because it provided a
means for understanding the evolution of cultural patterns and cultural knowledge as the
group worked towards creating a co-constructed PSC.
The third and final analysis conducted in this research project examined two
selected episodes of tension and conflict that emerged as the participants worked toward
creating a co-constructed curriculum and as they collaborated about defining teaching
methodologies for the teaching of literacy. The first such incident occurred as the
participants discussed their beliefs about how the dialogue sessions should be used.
Throughout this session they described in detail their thoughts about the “big picture” for
this new school. In other words, they shared their own beliefs regarding the overarching
curriculum ideology, the mission of the school, and finally, what should be discussed
during the weekly dialogue sessions. The second incident analyzed centered more on the
working relationships of people and the difficulties that several grade level teams of
teachers experienced together. This incident focused on the tension and conflict that
arose specifically between the two teachers who had strongly endorsed the particular
literacy methodology used at the school, and many of the other participants who
expressed reservations and concerns about how it was used, and the manner in which it
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was approached with children and teachers. In this session, it is clear that the entire
group struggled to agree on their own relationships as teachers working in a school
together. Focusing on the moments of tension and conflict in these selected dialogue
sessions provided a richer understanding of the co-memberships being established and
the co-conceptualizations of community being defined.
The most important aspect of these two sessions is the microanalysis of voice that
occurred throughout these sessions. Bailey’s (1993) “Tripartite” voice framework, made
up of (1) turn-taking, (2) speaking, and (3) hearing by an audience member, provided a
powerful and revealing means for tracking voice in the conversation that transpired. By
focusing attention on the subtle ways that face-to-face interaction was coordinated, the
particular barriers to voice, and the ways that social identities, knowledge, and social
context impacted voice, this methodological tool provided me with a means for
understanding “voice” as being co-constructed by the speaker and the audience. Bailey
refers to this as “a way to conceptualize voice as the communal product of social
interaction” (p. 425). I draw upon this framework in Chapter 6, but more extensively in
Chapters 7 and 8 in order to demonstrate the co-construction of voice and the impact this
co-construction process made in creating shared understandings about this particular
PSC.
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Other Design Aspects
There were several other important orientating aspects of this research that
warrant a brief explanation at this time. These two aspects, tension and conflict
(McCutcheon, 1995) and Westheimer’s Characteristics Feature Model (1998), served as a
means for guiding and focusing the analysis that occurred throughout this research. Each
of these theoretical frameworks is warranted in the next two sections.

Conflict and tension
McCutcheon (1995) claims, that as people work together they bring competing
practical theories and normative interests, which force them to look closely at
alternatives. Conflict and tension are a result of these competing theories and interests
and people’s experiences in groups are filled with tensions that arise from conflict, and
from questioning the world and the nature of knowledge. Such conflict and the resulting
tension “drives the deliberation process as individuals strive to move from personal
(subjective) interpretations and platforms to one arrived at by the group” (p. 154). This
study exemplifies McCutcheon’s belief as the participants brought many competing
practical theories to bear as they dialogued about the curriculum, the mission of the
school, and the teaching methodologies they wished to employ. Examining the speech
segments of participants as they brought their personal theories and platforms to bear
provide another framework for understanding this particular speech situation. Exploring
the evolving tension that occurred, as well as the features of conflict, both productive and
counter-productive (Roby, 1985; McCutcheon, 1995; Garmston & Wellman, 1999)
provide important understandings in this research.
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Westheimer’s model
Westheimer’s (1998) model for distinguishing school communities will be critical
in all three analyses. According to Westheimer, current social theories about teacher
professional communities do not adequately capture the differences in the manner in
which professionals operate together in schools. He contends that as a result, “weak
analyses” and “fuzzy descriptions” have existed in research for quite some time. For this
reason, he created an exploratory model for reconceptualizing teacher professional
community, and in a recent research effort he distinguished two schools using this model.
By establishing a series of more detailed features which he placed on a continuum,
Westheimer argues that he has created a more “detailed conceptualization of a
professional community” (pp. 128-135) and that these eleven features not only describe
what a professional teacher community looks like, they also describe how communities
get to be that way, as well. These eleven characteristic features are described below.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.

7.

Community relations are increasingly defined by rights and responsibilities vs.
Community relations are increasingly defined by caring and interdependence
Individual work and responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline vs.
joint work, responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline.
Teacher discourse is limited to students, problems and curriculum ideas and
strategies vs. Teacher discourse include purposes, principles, and philosophies of
education.
School management is hierarchical with leadership through ascribed title vs.
School management is diffuse with leadership through talent recognition.
Private (classroom) problems elicit advice and sympathy vs. private problems is
public responsibilities.
Few voices are heard in public forms; dissent is submerged and when expressed
marginalized vs. Many voices are heard in public forums; dissent is drawn out
and transforms the community, is transformed to better match the community, is
tolerated, or is cause for leaving the community.
Sense of instrumental worth of the community vs. sense of intrinsic worth of the
community.

59

8. Sense of anonymity, homogeneity, and conformity within the community vs. sense
of individuality and identity within the community.
9. Loose hiring criteria based on broad commitments to children and teaching vs.
selective hiring criteria based on shared beliefs about collaboration,
participation, and joint work.
10. Perfunctory faculty activities allow but do not require participation vs. structured
faculty activities ensure participation and promote a climate for participation.
11. Curricular goals emphasize personal initiative and individual rights and
responsibilities for both teachers and students vs. curricular goals emphasize
interdependence and collective action among both teachers and students.
Though the way they are presented above makes them appear as if communities can be at
one extreme or the other, or polar opposites, Westheimer (1999) contends that schools are
not either one or the other. In fact, these features “constitute the playing field of
conceptual space on which teachers in each school make organizational and interpersonal
decisions” (p. 134). Certainly, different schools fall in a different place along a
continuum for each framework. Westheimer believes that researchers can use the
distinctions that are presented by each feature in order to better understand the “tensions
and complexities” (p. 135) inherent in schools becoming professional communities.
Throughout my own research I used several of these features as a means for
anchoring the discussions that I presented in each of the chapters. In Chapter 5,1 used
Westheimer’s Characteristic Features One through Eight as a means for categorizing
aspects of community talked about in an early brainstorming session between the
participants. In Chapter 6, Characteristic Feature Two, Characteristic Feature Three, and
Characteristic Feature Six were employed. In Chapter 7, Characteristic Feature One was
used. In Chapter 8, Westheimer’s Characteristic Feature Seven was used, and in the
conclusion, Chapter 9, the eight features were once again considered. The features that I
employed, in each chapter of this research, is presented on the next page in Table 2.
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Table 2: Features of Westheimer’s exploratory model used in this research
Chapter Location

Westheimer Feature Used

Chapter Five

Characteristic Features One through Eight are used.

Chapter Six

Characteristic Feature Two
Individual work and responsibility for students, curriculum,
and discipline vs. joint work, responsibility for students, curriculum,
and discipline.

Characteristic Feature Three
Teacher discourse is limited to students, problems and
curriculum ideas and strategies vs. Teacher discourse includes
purposes, principles, and philosophies of education.

Characteristic Feature Six
Few voices are heard in public forms; dissent is submerged
and when expressed marginalized vs. Many voices are heard in
public forums; dissent is drawn out and transforms the community,
is transformed to better match the community, is tolerated, or is
cause for leaving the community.

Characteristic Feature One

Chapter Seven

Community relations are increasingly defined by rights and
responsibilities vs. Community relations are increasingly defined by
caring and interdependence.

Characteristic Feature Seven

Chapter Eight

Sense of instrumental worth of the community vs. sense of
intrinsic worth of the community.

Characteristic Features One through Eight are again

Chapter Nine
used.

Other Data Sources
In addition to the transcriptions of the audio-recorded dialogue sessions, several
other primary data sources were used: (1) transcriptions of voice recorded small group
meetings between the two “middles” teachers who attempted to define “a negotiation
process” around their conflict; (2) several voice recorded transcriptions of interviews I
conducted with two teachers; and (3) an “essay” authored, and given to me by another
teacher. Each of these supplementary data sources provided me with additional insight
toward individuals’ understandings of tension and conflict, their understandings of
tension and conflict as a means for creating a PSC and how the tension and conflict they
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are experiencing impacts the nature of the PSC that they are co-constructing. The
dialogue in these smaller meetings, the interviews conducted, as well as the comments
written in the personal essay, offer further means for interpreting the meaning of their
language in the larger speech community.

Trustworthiness
Several techniques were employed in this research that ensured the probability of
plausible and meaningful data being interpreted. First of all, this study was conducted
over a period of one school year. Ely, Anzul, Friedman, Garner, and Steinmetz (1991)
tell the importance of “prolonged observation,” which forces the researcher to look at the
big issues so that deep observations can be made. Prolonged observation, “increases the
chance of doing a credible research job,” (p. 95) one that can be believed by the people
who were studied, and one that can be believed by the readers of the research, as well
(Lincoln & Guba (1985). In addition, these observations were persistent. In other words,
they occurred weekly, at regular intervals, and for a significant amount of time. As a
result, I was able to obtain a clearer picture of this research setting, one where I had
garnered a sense of trust among the participants so that greater understanding of the
cultural themes that were present came to light.
Secondly, this research came at the heels of a pilot study, which allowed me the
opportunity to gain a more complete understanding of this research methodology and my
research setting. Certainly, more credible and meaningful data was acquired.
In addition, a third technique used to ensure dependable data in this research,
included triangulation. Several sources of information were used including,
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transcriptions of dialogue sessions, transcription of small group meetings and
transcriptions of interviews with participants as well. Additional data sources included
memos, and other written material authored by the participants. Once again, the fact that
these data sources were collected over a long period of time also allowed for triangulation
of data.
According to Ely, et al. (1991) watching for the convergence of two pieces of
data, for triangulation of findings, is extremely important. Using a variety of methods
throughout this research, allowed for a crosschecking of information in critical areas,
weakened the possibility of bias from a single data source (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) and
increased the steadfastness of the findings depicted in this research.
Discussion of the “quality control,” as Ely et al. (1991) refer to, is critical in any
qualitative research. Finally, a fourth method employed in this research, in order to
ensure that reliable data was obtained, was member checking. Periodically checking my
own interpretations with the participants involved in this study occurred at intervals in
this research. Conducting interviews with participants after dialogue sessions, and as I
was writing, I was able to obtain feedback from the participants about initial findings.
This process substantiated findings that were being formed.

Research Limitations
Earlier, I stated my predisposition toward PSC and my preference toward
communal organizations. Despite this viewpoint, the nature of this research is not to
judge the various types of professional community, but to better understand those aspects
that may significantly influence the creation and permanence of such a professional
*

organization.
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It is also important to state that as the principal of this school, I was in the position
of evaluating these teachers and recommending them for continued employment and
advancement toward “professional status”. This, I realize, may have affected the way in
which people communicated with me both in small and large group sessions.
In addition, this is a study of one school and provides only one researcher’s
insights toward a PSC. However, as practitioners and researchers continue to work
toward learning about and creating effective schools, gaining important insights about the
phenomenon of PSC will be a worthwhile endeavor.
At the conclusion of his research, Westheimer, (1998) challenged both researchers
and practitioners to understand more about individual and group conceptualizations of
community. I have accepted this challenge and hope that my research will both shed new
light on PSC and lead others toward rendering community as the “rudder” on any school
reform initiative.

Conclusion
As researcher, each aspect of the analyses aided me in gaining deeper
understandings of PSC by peeling back and making visible the layers of meaning present
at any given time in this speech community (Zacarian, 1996). By conducting three
separate types of analyses, I was better prepared to understand the phenomenon of a PSC.
While each of the above analyses, by itself, is incomplete, I have attempted to describe,
and then demonstrate the ways I examined the data using each as a means for pushing
particular points. Such analyses guided this research effort to a more complete
understanding of the various conceptualization of community in this particular setting,
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and the means by which these conceptualizations were co-constructed by the participants
In addition, a more focused analysis on the tension and conflict that transpired, provided
the opportunity for me to consider how people viewed conflict as a means for creating a
PSC and how conflict and tension impacted the very nature of the PSC that was being
constructed.
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CHAPTER 4
HIRING OF THE TEACHERS
Introduction
This ethnographic research took place in a new elementary school of
approximately 100 students in the small rural “hill” town, named Nortonville, in western
Massachusetts. (Pseudonyms for towns and all participants, except myself, are used
throughout this research.) This project explores the process of building PSC as this group
of educators worked together to create and define this elementary school’s curriculum
and teaching methodology. This research begins with the hiring of the school’s certified
teachers in the spring of 1996 and continues throughout most of the 1996-1997 school
year.
The purpose of the broad analysis presented in this section is threefold. First, this
chapter describes the town and school setting. Providing this context is important,
because it presents a reconstruction of events leading up to the participants’ first meeting
together as a group, thereby orientating initial understandings about the cultural scene,
before the participants even first meet.

Secondly, it also introduces the participants of

this research project in the context of the hiring process, by providing a baseline of
information regarding their initial understandings of professional relationships. This is
represented in the advertisement for the staff, created by the principal, and specific
teachers’ responses to this ad, as represented in their letters of application. This section
offers a glimpse of people’s conceptualizations of professional community before jointly
constructed ideas are amassed and offers a unique opportunity to describe this social
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scene as it evolves. Most of the data presented in the later chapters of this dissertation are
based on the transcriptions of specific dialogue sessions, when the participants come
together. These transcriptions in Chapter 6,7 and 8 clearly demonstrate the nature of the
communal construction of the PSC. Chapter 4, however, provides a description of the
scene, as it becomes a setting for these later analyses, thereby situating the local context
of this ethnographic study as it evolves at the outset.
Finally, this section describes the context of what becomes the main social scene
analyzed throughout this research, the dialogue sessions, and provides the rationale for
the creation of these sessions. This rationale is significant because it addresses some of
the traditional and bureaucratic tendencies of schools, including “top down” approaches
to management, and the isolation of teachers and principals from one another, as
presented in Chapter 2 of this dissertation.
These sessions ultimately proved to be an opportunity for the participants to
publicly reflect on their own values, their teaching practices, and their own approaches to
forming professional relationships with building colleagues. Through these sessions, it
was also my hope that meeting together on a regular basis would provide the teaching
staff with a means for establishing a consistency of understanding about teaching and
learning that would link each classroom in the school. The unfolding of this process is
also presented in the data throughout this research.
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Background Information

The town
Norton Elementary School was built in 1996 as a result of a failed regionalization
referendum with the neighboring town of Lemming. For the previous thirty years,
children from Nortonville had been tuitioned to Lemming’s only elementary school.
When Nortonville’s school-aged population increased disproportionately to Lemming
school-aged population, a significant imbalance existed at Lemming School. As a result,
an enrollment cap was proposed and adopted by the Lemming School Committee forcing
Nortonville to send some of their students to elementary schools in two different
neighboring towns. This was an unsatisfactory situation for many people in both towns
and in 1994 the townspeople in Nortonville voted overwhelmingly to build what was
named the Norton Elementary School. This vote virtually ended the educational
association with the neighboring town of Lemming and to this day it is a sore subject for
many people in both of these neighboring towns. A short narrative description, prepared
by the Department of Housing and Community Development in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, is presented below.
Nortonville is a Massachusetts hilltown midway between the Connecticut River
and the New York state line, along the Vermont Border. From any direction it is
a climb to reach Nortonville's town center, which consists of the Nortonville
Union Church, the Community Center, some town offices in the old Grange
building, the library and the post office. Also on the windswept common are the
old general store, which now serves as a home, the 1834 Town Hall and the 1844
one-room schoolhouse, both traditional white clapboard New England style
buildings, and a large colonial house and barn.
A mile to the north and higher on the hill is the Nortonville Fairgrounds. In midAugust each year, one of the last old time country fairs occurs here. Farmer
owners with teams of oxen or draft horses strive mightily to pull the greatest
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weight. In the Exhibit Hall local cooks, gardeners and artisans compete for
prizes.
Vistas open from many spots in Nortonville; west to Greylock, north to the Green
Mountains of Vermont, northeast to Monadnock, south to the Mount Holyoke
Range. In what was once a farm community, few family farms remain. The
beauty of Nortonville's setting has attracted summer residents looking for country
living in an attractive location. Among them have been several new
"Nortonvilleens" who were prominent clergy, most famous being Reinhold
Niebuhr, who first coined his serenity prayer in the Nortonville Union Church.
Many who summer here are so taken with its charm that they retire to Nortonville;
others are local craftsmen and those who want to make their homes in Nortonville
despite the rigorous commute. Nortonville’s total land area is 24.91 sq. miles and
has a total population of only 716 people. (Department of Housing and
Community Development, Commonwealth of Massachusetts)

The school
Norton Elementary School was completed in the spring of 1996 and at that time it
was the smallest school ever partially funded using Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
Department of Education Funding. The school has seven multiage-classrooms, a small
gym, library, and a multi-purpose room used as a classroom. There is a spacious sunlit
“dining room” that seats the entire school, a kitchen, and a central office, which includes
a main area, nurse’s room, principal’s office, and teachers’ room. There are also three
small tutorial/conference/meeting areas and one very large central meeting place in the
middle of the school called the “open space.” This open space has plenty of natural
lighting and serves as a community meeting area for both school and town functions.
There is no designated art room and music classes are held on the stage.

The advertisement
The Norton Elementary School is a new public school opening its doors for the
first time in September of 1996. The staff will have the opportunity to collaborate
with one another and with the community of Norton to establish a learning
environment that is favorable to a child's learning and personal growth. Our
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staff will hold high expectations and standards for all children, will respect and
honor diverse thinking in a community of learners, and encourage risk-taking,
creativity, reasoning, different viewpoints and open-mindedness. Our staff will
establish effective rapport with pupils, and motivate them to develop skills,
attitudes and knowledge needed to provide a sound foundation for lifelong
learning.
With the above ad appearing in three local papers, the search for a group of
people to staff the Norton Elementary School began. As principal of the school, I
carefully crafted the ad to serve three purposes. It expressed, what I believed at the time,
were the tenets of a collaborative and cooperative school environment. It spoke to
establishing a “culture of collaboration and mutual accountability as a necessary step on
the path to a learning community” (Stewart, Prebble and Duncan, 1997). Even the
possessive pronoun “our,” which appeared twice in the ad was chosen to depict a
commitment to a collaborative, cooperative endeavor at the school.
The ad also provided perspective applicants with my vision for teaching and
learning at this school. This vision was my “expression of hope” (Brown and Moffett,
1999) for the school and my way of articulating what we would stand for and what would
be important for us. U0ur staff will establish effective rapport with pupils, and motivate
them to develop skills, attitudes and knowledge needed to provide a sound foundation for
lifelong learning. ”
My training as principal had taught me that providing a vision and fostering
collaboration were both vitally important as a school leader. I had learned that all good
principals are collaborative and all effective principals articulate a clear vision. As
Stewart, Prebble, and Duncan (1997) advocate,
The principal has a critical role in developing a core culture dedicated to learning
and ensuring that the establishment of the learning community becomes the major
preoccupation for all members of the school community (p.56).
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Furthermore,
The best way to influence that direction is to identify, clarify, and modify the
core culture of the school.. .and to take any and every opportunity to articulate
and model those beliefs, values, and shared understandings (p.57).
It may be suggested that these were not shared understandings at this time, but
undoubtedly, they were understandings that I both valued and viewed as necessary for
this evolving school.
Finally, the third purpose of this ad was to effectively articulate my “platform”,
my professional identity as an educator. According to Zacarian, “Each teacher develops
their own ideology based on their unique teaching and personal experiences. When
teachers come together they bring these beliefs and values systems based on their
experiences and assumptions” (p. 37).
Stating my platform in this ad, I was able to express those values that I had
acquired in my training and experience as a teacher and building principal. Respect,
honor, creativity, rapport, risk-taking, community of learners; these were all key words
and phrases, signifying those values I held about schools, about teachers and about
learning. Each word had deep meaning to me, reflecting the particular experiences I had
as a teacher, experiences that had shaped me. I knew what kind of a school I wanted to
help develop. I also knew what kind of a school I didn’t want to see evolve. Certainly,
these prior experiences and what Ross (1992) refers to as “institutional forces” played a
role in the development of a specific professional identity. Once again, it is an identity I
clearly hoped to convey in this ad.
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Some may see that I attempted to recreate the “cultural template” (Garmston and
Wellman, 1999) that had defined the school institutionally in society for many years.
This is a template that had seen teachers in relative isolation from each other throughout
the workday. I was determined to create a climate that encouraged less private and
autonomous teaching and more public and interdependent work. For this reason, I
included the following line; “The staff will have the opportunity to collaborate with one
another and with the community of Norton. ”
This line signified the importance of collaboration, and because it was the first
qualification listed in the ad, it was my hope that it would be perceived as the most
important feature of this new school. I knowingly wanted to make clear to all those
thinking of applying that collaboration with others, including parents, other members of
the Nortonville community, and one another, would be the norm of this new school.
I also felt it important that this ad somehow emphasize the newness and
importance of this endeavor. For this reason, I made sure the ad would appear larger than
what the school district normally printed. This took a bit of wrangling with the
Superintendent of Schools and his secretary, because a larger ad would obviously be
substantially more expensive, but I had thought deeply about what this ad should state,
and I was not ready to have it hidden in a sea of words on a classified page. A
compromise was finally reached and a large advertisement appeared as a separate listing
in several regional newspapers.
Several days after completing the draft for this ad, I scribbled the following notes
on my yellow pad of paper, as I reflected on my vision for this school.
I imagine a school where everyone thinks and works together—working to be
better.
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•
•
•
•

4 specific behaviors
Adults talk about practice.
Adults in schools observe each other engaged in the practice of teaching.
Adults in schools engaged in working together on curriculum, planning,
designing, researching and evaluating curriculum.
Adults in schools teach each other what they know about teaching and
learning.

These notes express thoughts very similar to Little’s (1982) definition of
collegiality, which she claims has certain observable patterns of behavior. These
behaviors include: (1) high frequency of teachers talking about teaching; (2) high
frequency of teachers planning and making materials together; and (3) teachers teaching
each other about the practice of teaching.
I envisioned teachers who worked together to design a program of instruction that
made sense, who demonstrated a willingness to work with one another in order to
improve the day-to-day teaching, who would work together in order to design a set of
common understandings that would drive everything we did at the school, and finally,
who believed that they had contributions to make to one another as they worked to better
the school. According to Garmston and Wellman (1999) collaboration and collegiality is
about “sharing expertise and perspectives on teaching and learning process, examining
data about students, and developing a sense of mutual support and shared responsibility
for effective instruction” (p. 18). Developing this type of culture is “the work of leaders
who realized that a collection of superstar teachers working in isolation cannot produce
the same results as interdependent colleagues who share and develop professional
practices together” (p. 18).

This type of professional interdependency embodied my
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vision for the type of PSC that I envisioned. It was my intent that the ad would provide
perspective candidates with a conceptual framework to consider the importance of this, as
they contemplated applying for a position at the school.

The hiring process
The importance of community extends beyond the walls of a school and includes
both parents and members of the larger community where a school is located. Though
this research is committed to professional community within school, there is a certain
“civic responsibility” that principals should consider when making important decisions
about the future of a school (Henderson & Hawthorne, 1995). For that reason I
advertised for community members and parents to assist me in the interviewing and
hiring process. Ten people expressed their interest in selecting the school’s new staff.
After two organizational meetings, schedules were set and it was determined how
many people were to be interviewed for each position. In addition, the group developed
interview questions. Many members of this team, wanted assurance that the hiring of the
staff would be a group process and that we would reach agreement on the team of
teachers who would be selected. Within a traditional top-down, hierarchical school
structure, such a practice may not be common. I assured them that it was my intention to
reach consensus on a group of teachers. However, as Henderson and Hawthorn (1995)
suggest:
A basic and key principle of schools as learning communities is that parents and
community members who know the students, who seek to find out what’s better
for them and who always have their interests in mind are the most appropriate
persons to share the power (p. 99).
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I was not surprised then when several members of the team doubted my
commitment to this “power-sharing” arrangement and expressed the concern that a
candidate that they chose may not meet my standards. Many were concerned that as the
principal, I might veto this person. I reassured them that as principal my opinion would
not be weighted, but equal to theirs. I had to reemphasize several times that I was
committed to sharing this responsibility with them and that we would reach consensus on
all teachers and staff that were eventually hired.
Nearly two hundred people applied for the available positions at the school and I
screened each classroom teaching application soon thereafter. Many soon-to-be college
graduates applied and an almost equal number of veteran teachers applied for the open
positions, as well. Almost everyone cited their interest and excitement about coming to a
new school and beginning a new career challenge. Below, I have included statements
written by several of the successful teaching applicants.
•

Dillon:
I am also excited about the opportunity to explore untrod paths and
the challenge of new beginnings at Norton Elementary School.

•

Elizabeth: The philosophy of the new Norton Elementary School heartens and
inspires me and I would like to work with you.

•

Phoebe:
It is a unique opportunity to join a teaching staff that will be in a
position to share in the development of a school’s vision and goals.

•

Jennie:
I have watched the philosophical and actual creation of the Norton
school with keen personal interest, and have been anticipating your
advertisement of the teaching positions. Now that the time has come, I am
excited to begin the process of application.

The hiring process, though successful, was very time consuming. The team of
parents and community members who originally volunteered to interview candidates
remained a team only through the hiring of the classroom teachers. This process took so
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much of their own personal and work time, many could not continue. Several smaller
teams of parents and community members were assembled for subsequent teams. These
smaller teams interviewed candidates for the other certified teaching positions such as art,
music, physical education and special education, and all non-teaching positions such as
secretary, custodian, librarian and cafeteria manager. By late June, all certified teaching
positions were filled, with most of the successful applicants under contract. By the end
of July all positions were filled with many of the newly hired staff members helping with
final preparations for a fall opening of the new school. The time commitment extended
to this hiring process, though lengthy, reflected my commitment to a collaborative
endeavor.

The Successful Teaching Applicants and Research Participants
In that first year, Norton Elementary had one preschool teacher for three and four
year-olds, two kindergarten/grade 1 classroom teachers, two grade 2/3 classroom
teachers, one grade four-five classroom teacher, and one grade five/six classroom teacher.
A special education teacher was also hired. Since Norton Elementary was a small school,
the art teacher, music teacher and physical education teacher were hired as 40% teachers,
working two days per week. These three part time staff members did not directly
participate in this study, however were included in events and activities whenever they
were on site.

The grade level configurations were originally created as teams, with the

kindergarten/grade one classrooms called the “Primaries”; the grade two/three classrooms
called the “Middles”; and the grade four, five, and six classrooms called the “Uppers.”
Though the preschool teacher was very much a part of this research project and
%

worked very hard to adjust her schedule so as to remain a regular member of the school
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community, her program was considered somewhat independent from the school, funded
by private tuitions and state assistance. Prior to the opening of Norton School, she was
already employed as the head teacher in the town’s community preschool, operating in
the basement of Nortonville’s Community Hall. She was the only person who worked at
the new school, along with her assistant, that was not hired in 1996 specifically for the
Nortonville Elementary School.
A brief biographical background, provided by each participant, is included below.
All quoted passages were obtained on May 7, 1997 after each participant completed a
short questionnaire for the purpose of providing additional information for this research
project. It is important to note that no one had ever worked together before coming to
Norton, nor had any of them been a part of a self-described PSC. Though some of these
descriptions include different information, it is also important to reiterate that they were
created by each of the participants. These were their responses to the section marked, “
Brief Background: Significant to who you are as a teacher.”

Alice, 47 years old, “I have taught in early childhood classrooms for over 20

years. I have a strong background in child development and deep convictions
about classrooms addressing both social and academic issues.” Alice is a teacher
of a multi-grade classroom of kindergarten and first grade children.
Dillon, 39 years old; “Taught grade 2-4 years; taught grade 3-3 years; taught

grade 6 - 1 year; taught grade k/1 -1 year; taught Reading Recovery™ 1 year.”
Dillon is a teacher of a multi-grade classroom of kindergarten and first grade
children.
Phoebe, 41 years old; “I have always enjoyed school. I consider myself a lifelong

learner who has ahvays sought new learning, particularly in art. Pursuing a
Masters in education, 8 years ago provided the transition froml2-year career in
arts administration.” Phoebe is a teacher of a multi-grade classroom of second
and third grade children.
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Elizabeth, 51 years old; “I started to become a teacher in the 60’s but didn’t

because the profession wasn’t in time with what I saw as learning in life. In the
90 s I saw some hope and came full circle.” (Elizabeth has previously taught in an
elementary school for three years.) Elizabeth is a teacher of a multi-grade
classroom of second and third grade children.
Jennie, 46 years old; “10 years teaching working closely in teams during those
years, also worked writing/implementing new curriculum in all areas. Attended
Leslie College Masters program—intensive program in Literacy and Literacy
Network with team members from former school—had a large impact on the
ways we taught and learned together. Strong science background, esp. integrating
math, writing and reading.” Jennie is a teacher of a multi-grade classroom of
fourth and fifth grade children.
Samuel, 33 years old; “Four years as a leader in outdoor education and Outreach

Instructor, 3 and 1/2 years as a T.A. Geology Department, University of Vermont,
2 years grades 5 and 6 teacher.” Samuel is a teacher of a multi-grade classroom
of fifth and sixth grade children.
Georgina, 38 years old; “From grade school interest in becoming a teacher, high

school volunteered in resource room; have taught k - 4 grades at different schools
and worked as a resource room teacher.” (Georgina has 12 years of various
classroom-teaching responsibilities.) Georgina is our “Special Education”
teacher.
Zinsk, 45 years old; “BSEd. in Special Education—Eastern Mich. University,

1977. MEd.—Young Children with Special Needs—UMass, 1990. Worked as a
paraprofessional for a number of years before being hired as a full time teacher—
have worked with a wide variety of children with special needs. Norton
Preschool since Jan. 1994.” Zinsk is our preschool teacher.
Philip, 39 years old; Undergraduate degree in Elementary Education, Masters

Degree in Science Education, Advanced Graduate Degree in Administration,
Ed.D. Candidate. I am a father of six children. I was an elementary classroom
teacher for 9 years before becoming Principal of Lemming Elementary School for
four years and a principal in the North Applebee Public Schools for 2 and Vi
years.

Participants’ Cover Letters: Early Thoughts about Community
For the purpose of this study, I collected each of the newly hired
teachers’/participants’ application cover letters. This was done because these letters
served as a means of introduction to these teachers. In addition, I found that each of the
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letters explicitly stated the teachers’ commitment to the collaborative nature of their work
as educators. Some wrote about work with children, while others wrote about work with
adults, such as parents and community members. Some even referenced their interest in
working with other colleagues. Many used the word community in their cover letters,
which provide some introductory insights into the participants’ perceptions regarding the
nature of community in public schools. In Table 3,1 have extracted from their cover
letters those statements that reference, in any way, the collaborative nature of their own
work. In addition, I have underlined the specific references to community made by
several of the teachers. A cover letter for Zansk, the Preschool teacher who was hired by
a different group four years earlier, and one for me were unavailable, and thus were not
included in this table.
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Table 3: Teachers’ references to the social nature of teaching work with specific
references to community noted._
Letter
Date

March 7, 1996

March 7, 1996

Teacher

Jennie

Dillon

March 22,
1996

Phoebe

March 4, 1996

Georgina

March 5, 1996

Samuel

Communitv References

One of the essential elements of my work is my
professional support group. Through the years,
especially as I worked in the Lesley Masters program,
in my involvement with the New Zealand model of
literacy, and the Five Colleges summer seminars, the
support of peers who are working together has been
invaluable. I work on a team of three_(grade level)
teachers, coordinating use of materials, collaborating,
and organizing events (field trips, fundraisers, shows
and projects').... The opportunity to he part of a
newly created learnins communitv is very exciting.
“Teaching has been an exciting part of my life. I
find that I learn so much each year while working

with children, parents, and colleagues.”
I think the development and nurturing of learning
communities is one of our most important tasks as a
society, and I would be honored to be part of this
exciting new undertaking.
I am a strong believer that frequent communication
and parental involvement are essential components in
developing a positive learning environment.
I want to be part of a school where I can be an
important guidepost to students of all ages, and to be
a leader and member of a community of caring
educators.

March 17,
1996

March 24,
1996

Alice

Elizabeth

I am particularly invested in being part of a learning
community that encompasses children. parents.
staff, and townspeople. and would love the

opportunity to contribute to the mix of talents that
will eventually make up the staff of the school.
Mv classroom is a community of learners where all
children are empowered. I build this communitv
through lessons in Cooperative Learning and Conflict
Resolution, which I have studied in summer courses.

These cover letters served as responses to the advertisement that was posted for
the new positions. Not only did they reference their own strengths and experiences,
*

thereby putting forth their professional platforms (McCutcheon, 1995; Walker, 1971,
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Zacarian, 1996), but they also “spoke” to the qualifications that were stated in the ad. For
this reason, though many acknowledged their interest in working with others, their
expression was not a surprise or unexpected. However, it is important to note that their
expressed interest to work with others was somewhat uncommon given the previously
recognized autonomous nature of the teaching profession (Lortie, 1975). According to
Garmston and Wellman (1999) teachers coming together to learn with and from one
another is a “counter cultural practice.” “The norms of privacy have deep roots in real
schools. Once the classroom door is closed, the teacher is God” (p. 18).
At first glance, this norm of privacy seemed to be breeched in the teachers’ cover
letters, as each of them expressed their interest to become active members of a
community. For example, four of them, Jennie, Phoebe, Samuel, and Alice, acknowledge
their desire to be “part” of, or “member” of the Norton Elementary School learning
community. In his cover letter, Dillon also mentions the importance of being part of
something, heralding the value of teaching in his life. Though he did not specifically
mention the Norton Elementary School in this paragraph, he did maintain the following:
“I find I learn so much each year while working with children, parents, and colleagues.”
Of note is the fact that Elizabeth defines community differently from Dillon. In
her application she stated that she “builds” community through specific lessons designed
to improve children’s social interactions. While this statement may be interpreted to
mean that she believes community can be purposefully created, comments made by
Elizabeth repeatedly, in both small and large group settings later in the year, speak to a
very different understanding. In fact, in the later sessions that were analyzed, Elizabeth’s
expression of community is quite different. Several questions that are explored in later
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chapters included how and why Elizabeth apparently changed her voiced personal
understanding of community.
Finally, Georgina implied her commitment to the communal and active role of a
teacher, asserting, “I am a strong believer that frequent communication and parental
involvement are essential components in developing a positive learning environment.”
In her letter she avoided any direct references to the professional communal nature of
teaching, which may supply initial indication that she was less likely to directly advocate
for increased interdependence between building colleagues. It is interesting that
Georgina remains relatively quiet throughout many of the dialogue sessions. This
phenomenon is also explored in greater depth in later chapters.
I believe that these cover letters served as an introductory means to describing the
participants’ understandings, values, and beliefs about teaching and learning, and school
as an institution. The “practical theories” (Sanders & McCutcheon, 1986) put forth in
their cover letters represented an important part of these newly hired teachers’ past
history and truly demonstrated the “reflective consciousness” of each, including their
respective teaching practice, and their theoretical frame. As we meet one another and
begin to work as a group to define the curriculum, the methodology and the school’s
mission, as indicated in the coming chapters, a more finite analysis of these theories and
their impact on the development of shared understandings are more carefully examined.
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Dialogue Sessions ("Rationale")
As stated earlier, both Garmston and Wellman (1999) and Westheimer, (1999)
describe similar elements or features of professional communities. Among these
important elements or features described is reflective dialogue. They explain that
reflective dialogue provides teachers with the opportunity to “share perspectives, values,
understandings, and commitment to common purposes” (Westheimer, p. 17, 1999).
Garmston and Wellman (1999) described this time as “a melding of the private and the
public and of autonomy and interdependence... a key leavening agent in the work of
professional communities (pi9). Furthermore, Garmston and Wellman contend that
reflective dialogue “is a means for developing shared understandings of such things as
the purposes of and the processes for learning (p. 19). By suggesting to the teachers that
we establish “dialogue sessions” as a means for building shared or common
understandings about what we did at the school, I hoped we would be creating regular
opportunities to better understand one another and what we do with children. This, I
believed was critical for members of this new teaching staff as we began our work
together. I reflected on this and wrote the following:
My goal remains to establish a consistency of understanding about teaching and
learning that leads to a continuum of learning and development -continuum of
practice based on understandings, but individual in many respects.
It was my hope that by holding these dialogue sessions and developing common
understandings about the teaching and learning at the school, we were creating a means
for establishing communication practices. Our common understandings, would lead to
another aspect or feature of professional communities advocated by both Garmston and
Wellman, (1999) and Westheimer, (1999), especially positive interaction and
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interdependence among us all. According to Garmston and Wellman, “How teachers talk
to each other is an essential resource for strong schools. Skillful talk creates professional
communities that reinvent instruction to match today’s students with today’s curriculum
and today’s conception of learning” (p. 59).
I recognized that we had an opportunity to reinvent some of the traditional school
practices, and formulate a curriculum that would better serve children. I wrote the
following soon after the hiring process was complete.
The need for us to look carefully at the many issues we face is great. There are
many pieces we have not yet addressed. There are many pieces we have begun
to address. There are many pieces that we addressed but have not reevaluated.”
Our dialogue sessions will give us the opportunity to explore the many
challenges/questions that face us.
Though these dialogue sessions were meetings for all instructional staff, it is
important to note that they were not traditional staff meetings that most schools have
once or twice a month. As mentioned earlier, these dialogue sessions were not a means
for me to disseminate information to the staff, rather a chance for all of us to
collaboratively build the school and the curriculum, while gaining new insight into
various methods of teaching elementary aged children5. Building this regular time to talk
and reflect about our practice was also providing an opportunity to consider and put into
practice several aspects of professional community; (a) to deprivitize our practice as
teaching professionals, (b) to engage in reflective dialogue, (c) to develop shared interests
and beliefs, and (d) to engage in meaningful and purposeful ways in order to collectively
focus on student learning and achievement.

The staff also met one morning per week in order to discuss upcoming events, disseminate information to
one another and discuss other building operation concerns.
5
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According to Zeichner and Gore, (1990) “Teachers influence and shape that into
which they are being socialized at the same time that they are being shaped by a variety
of forces at many levels” (p. 341). This becomes quite apparent at the school as
evidenced in the somewhat evolutionary nature of these dialogue sessions throughout the
year.
When teachers and I first began these sessions in the late summer, the agenda was
to be focused on the literacy and the mentoring model I was attempting to implement.6 I
believed that this would be an opportunity for the staff to talk about some of the new
literacy practices we were implementing and to reflect on the practical and theoretical
aspects of this new teaching model. By early November, however, many teachers
expressed the need to discuss a number of other issues important to the development of
the school. This evolution is documented in chapters 6, 7 & 8, and illustrates how a
majority of teachers moved the agendas for these meetings away from the discussions of
teaching literacy practices to become more collaboratively created, including such topics
as the design of a report card, discipline issues, and the disposition of people’s working
relationships.
The evolution of these dialogue sessions detailed throughout this research study
provide a key element, and an important lens to viewing the interpersonal relationships,
the character of our talk as a group, and the nature of the evolving PSC. They were
packed with meaningful dialogue that illustrated the various conceptions people have
regarding what should be taught, how it should be taught, and the means by which it
should be taught. They also contained data about people’s own specific teaching
%

6 This model was developed by The Learning Network and was created by the Richard C. Owen
Corporation in the early 1990’s.
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practices, including the manner in which the participants put forth their own teaching
platforms, (McCutcheon, 1995; Walker, 1971; Zacarian, 1996), all of which certainly
impacted our efforts to build a PSC at this school.

Conclusion
The purpose of this section has been to provide the first of two broad analyses,
which detail the specific context of this research project. Contained in this section is an
introduction to the specific setting, including the town of Nortonville and Norton
Elementary School. These descriptions provided an orientation to the cultural scene
before most of the individual participants of this study emerge.
The chapter also provided the manner in which many of the participants were
hired as teachers in the school, including the job posting process, and the individual
letters of application. Both the job posting and the specific letters of application afforded
initial descriptions of the participants, and their early conceptualizations of professional
community before they come together for the first time, documented in the next chapter.
These two data sources additionally demonstrate the relative importance of community
each of them hold, but also exhibit some differences in the manner in which they believe
community is created.
Finally, this section also imparted the rationale for the dialogue sessions, which
serves as a means for introducing the main speech event analyzed in this research. This
rationale counters some traditional notions about the autonomous nature of teachers,
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documented in previous chapters, and illustrates an attempt for the participants to
publicly reflect on their own values and beliefs, while building a means for establishing
more jointly held beliefs.
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CHAPTER 5
CORE COMMITMENTS
Introduction
This section provides the second of two broad analyses, presenting an orientation
to this particular speech event. While Chapter 4 documents the scene before the teachers
have been hired for Norton Elementary School, this chapter documents two of the first
three meetings that occurred when all the classroom teachers are together for the first
time, during the summer, and prior to the official opening of the new school.
The importance of these analyses is further underscored, as the teachers, now
referred to as participants, brainstorm in a group format the specific core commitments
they believe are necessary in a school when working together and those core beliefs they
hold regarding the conditions for learning in a school. In this chapter, these core
commitments are analyzed using Westheimer’s (1998) eleven characteristic features of
community as a means for orientating the nature of these professional commitments.
Analyzing these in such a fashion, demonstrates the participants priorities with regard to
the professional nature of Norton Elementary School. Like the letters in Chapter 4, these
commitments document participants’ early ideas about those characteristic features
important to the group, and provide a means for establishing normative patterns, which
are evolving in this speech community.
Furthermore, this chapter also distinguishes participants’ thoughts about these
first three meetings. By advancing forward, to a specific dialogue session, when
participants share their thoughts about these meetings, it is apparent that these early
meetings had an impact on a number of participants. Several of the participants saw
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these meetings as a means for building community and an opportunity to discuss broad
issues with regard to the school. In this chapter, these viewpoints are declared.
According to Henderson and Hawthorn (2000), transformative collegial leaders
are those educators who are interested in establishing caring, creative, critical and
contemplative climates, while also demonstrating an ability to establish and maintain
professional reflective inquiry. Not only do they demonstrate a sincere, friendly and
caring personality, they also encourage “in depth discussions of curriculum matters” and
“nurture their own (or anyone else’s) personal/professional development” (p. 59).

Transformative collegial leaders do not define educational accountability in terms
of testing. They consider it through the lens of collegially supported and evaluated
through reflective inquiry. They understand that if teachers are unwilling to engage in
continuing growth, exhibit products of this growth, and submit these products to peer
reviews, they have not established a public moral basis for demanding professional
autonomy (p. 63).
This chapter documents participants’ early discussions about the commitments
and values that are mentioned above, and that are necessary in a school in order for such
a community to be created.

The First Brainstorming Session
Establishing the kind of priority Henderson and Hawthorn (2000) mention above,
and organizing the participants around a set of core commitments, became my primary
focus as I planned our first three meetings. As Henderson and Hawthorn (2000) claim,
“The creation of schools as collegial communities requires careful establishment of the
rights and responsibilities of professional educators” (p. 62). Therefore, transformative
collegial leaders strive to collaboratively create some type of ethical code that drives the
day-to-day work. Saphier and D’Auria (1993) call them corevalues and claim that a
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set of core values guide the actions of everyone in an organization. Saphier and D’Auria
claim that core values (a) permeate an institution, (b) drive the decisions in an institution,
(c) elicit strong responses when they are violated, and are the (d) last things that an
organization will forego (pp. 4-5).
According to Saphier and D’Auria (1993) “There are three types of core
values...each is significant, but quite different” (p.5). They are:
1. Core outcome for students,
2. Core commitments about how we shall operate as adults internally, and
3. Core beliefs about the conditions for learning (p. 5).
After an introductory dinner meeting in May, when all of us came together for the
first time, the two subsequent meetings were directed toward defining our core values.
Using the core beliefs listed above, the group of teachers and I set out to define
commitments that described how each of us believed we should operate as adults together
in the school. Planning this second meeting, I wrote the following in my notes:
...this exercise will be a beginning attempt to create an opportunity for shared
dialogue around the notion of our behavior and attitude. I am interested in these
teachers’ individual notions regarding a learning community. I know I am a bit
anxious about their interrelationships but desperately want to see how they interact
with one another.
At this second meeting in May, we discussed the nature of our forthcoming work
together. On a piece of large chart paper the following was written:
“Core commitments about how we should operate as adults internally
Since this was our first cooperative task as a group, we chose to use a brainstorm
approach in order to elicit open responses from all of us.7 Pearson and Nelson (1979)
*

7 All classroom teachers were present at this meeting with the exception of our preschool teacher, Zinsk. In
addition, our special education teacher, Georgina was also not present.
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identify four rules for a brainstorming session, although we did not review these “rules”
before the exercise began:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Don’t criticize any ideas.
No idea is too wild.
Quantity is important
Seize opportunities to improve or add to ideas suggested by others.

Bailey (1993) characterizes brainstorming the following way:
The structure of a brainstorm promotes the rapid generation of ideas around a
central theme. Since even a bad or wild idea can spark a useful idea from
someone else, brainstorming is organized so that no one argues or criticizes
anyone’s ideas. The thrust is to nominate as many ideas as possible in a short
time.
The central theme to this brainstorm was to generate ideas about how we should
work with one another. Everyone made contributions, although some spoke more than
others. There was a lot of head nodding and other remarks, which appeared to signal
approval, as people made their own contributions to the brainstormed list. The following
is a list of the responses to the above statement about core commitments at the school:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Non limited learning grounded in meaning for life
A commitment - good place for students/parents/community
Emphasize straight forward communication
Honesty
Willingness to listen to each other
Value diversity
Value mistakes
Offering help resources
Willingness to learn from each other
Willingness to be a team player
Care for each other, all students are all of our responsibility/under our care
all of the time
Students are our 1st priority
We work together, not in isolation
What’s good for us is good for the students
Ongoing learners
We are part of a learning community
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Safe place for risk taking
Open to others ideas
Respectful of each others ideas
Offer help whenever possible and accept help
Good sense of humor and sense of fun
Spirit of friendship
Listen and hear
Be flexible & compromise - build consensus.

After this meeting, I made the following note, which details several perceptions I
had with regard to the participants, particularly, Dillon.
I was certainly charged, but nervous also. I think each of them was nervous too.
People were not apprehensive, but very careful. Everyone seemed to eagerly
participate but Dillon. He was very quiet and reserved and did not speak very
often.
In this reflective piece, there are a number of things that are important to note. In
addition to describing both how I felt and how others seemed to react to this meeting,
these notes reflect possible biases I hold about aspects of group work. First, participation
is an important aspect of our work together as a group, and secondly, speaking out loud
and often in a group is important, as well. These personal biases can be seen in the
reflective comments I make about Dillon. I was concerned enough to note the fact that
Dillon did not make many contributions, and that he was quiet and reserved. I also
identify people’s apparent cautious approach to the group. As mentioned in a previous
journal entry, I am interested in people’s relationships. It is evident from these journal
entries that both people’s relationships and people’s participation seem to be important to
me at this time. These aspects of group work will be on various participants’ minds as
the group begins their dialogue sessions later in the fall.
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Westheimer’s Eleven Characteristic Features as a Means for Analyzing Participants’
Core Commitments
In searching for a legitimate way to analyze the brainstormed statements made by
the participants, both Westheimer (1998) and Garmston and Wellman’s (1999) recent
work around professional communities can be helpful. According to Westheimer, current
social theories about teacher professional communities do not adequately capture the
differences in the manner in which professionals operate together in schools. He
contends that as a result, “weak analyses” and “fuzzy descriptions” have existed in
research for quite some time. For this reason, he has created an exploratory model for
reconceptualizing teacher professional community, and in a recent research effort he
distinguishes two schools using this model. By generating a series of more detailed
features, establishing each as a continuum, Westheimer argues that he has created a more
“detailed conceptualization of a professional community” (p. 128-135) and that these
eleven features not only describe what a professional teacher community looks like, they
also describe how communities get to be that way, as well. As indicated earlier, I will
repeatedly refer to Westheimer’s characteristic features in this study as a means for
analysis and as a lens for examining the interactions and dialogue between members of
this study. In this particular scene, however, I believe these eleven features can be useful
as we consider people’s initial ideas about core commitments at Norton Elementary
School.
Westheimer’s eleven characteristic features are described below.
1.

Community relations are increasingly defined by rights and responsibilities
vs. Community relations are increasingly defined by caring and
interdependence
2. Individual work and responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline vs.
joint work, responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline.
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3.

Teacher discourse is limited to students, problems and curriculum ideas and
strategies vs. Teacher discourse includes purposes, principles, and
philosophies of education.
4. School management is hierarchical with leadership through ascribed title vs.
School management is diffuse with leadership through talent recognition.
5. Private (classroom) problems elicit advice and sympathy vs. private problems
are public responsibilities.
6. Few voices are heard in public forms; dissent is submerged and when
expressed marginalized vs. Many voices are heard in public forums; dissent is
drawn out and transforms the community, is transformed to better match the
community, is tolerated, or is cause for leaving the community.
7. Sense of instrumental worth of the community vs. sense of intrinsic worth of
the community.
8. Sense of anonymity, homogeneity, and conformity within the community vs.
sense of individuality and identity within the community.
9. Loose hiring criteria based on broad commitments to children and teaching
vs. selective hiring criteria based on shared beliefs about collaboration,
participation, and joint work.
10. Perfunctory faculty activities allow but do not require participation vs.
structuredfaculty activities ensure participation and promote a climate for
participation.
11. Curricular goals emphasize personal initiative and individual rights and
responsibilities for both teachers and students vs. curricular goals emphasize
interdependence and collective action among both teachers and students.
Garmston and Wellman (1999) have suggested that “a group’s metaphorical
language provides containers for thinking that hold unconscious assumptions, beliefs,
goals and values.” They refer to these “containers” as “operating metaphor,” suggesting
that “a person’s conceptual system is primarily metaphorical in nature,” and that
“concepts structure what people perceive” (p. 189). In analyzing the teachers’
brainstormed core commitments, we can determine the extent to which these
commitments embody Westheimer’s characteristic features of community used in his
recent research efforts, by using them as the “containers” for the group’s language. Table
4 matches each of the participants’ core commitments with one of Westheimer’s
characteristic features (1998). Because each of Westeheimer’s characteristic features
%

represent two ends of a continuum, the value of this exercise isn’t found in identifying a
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perfect fit. It adds to the “thick description” (Geertz, 1973) of context needed in order to
more fully understand the meaning that is emerging from this situated context. On a
more practical level, it is also useful as an initial means for identifying patterns that are
already emerging within this group. It too will be of some use when we later analyze the
participants’ discourse in the dialogue sessions and small group meetings.

Table 4: Teachers’ core commitments categorized with Westheimer’s characteristic
features of community_
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
10
11

Community relations are increasingly defined by rights and responsibilities vs. Community
relations are increasingly defined by caring and interdependence.
“emphasize straight forward communication”
“carefor each other”
“safe place for risk-taking”
“respectful of each others’ ideas”
“spirit of friendship”
“value mistakes”
“good sense of humor and a sense offun”
Individual work and responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline vs. joint work,
responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline.
“ a commitment -good place for students/parents/community ”
“willingness to learn from each other”
“willingness to be a team player”
“all students are our responsibility/under our care all of the time”
“students are our first responsibility”
Teacher discourse is limited to students, problems and curriculum ideas and strategies vs. Teacher
discourse includes purposes, principles, and philosophies of education.
“non-limited learning grounded in meaning for life”
“ongoing learners ”
School management is hierarchical with leadership through ascribed title vs. School management
is diffuse with leadership through talent recognition.
Private (classroom) problems elicit advice and sympathy vs. private problems are pubic
responsibilities.
“offer help, resources”
“open to others' ideas”
“offer help whenever possible and accept help”
Few voices are heard in public forms; dissent is submerged and when expressed marginalized vs.
many voices are heard in public forums; dissent is drawn out and transforms the community, is
transformed to better match the community, is tolerated, or is cause for leaving the community,
“honesty”
“listen and hear”
“willingness to listen to each other”
Sense of instrumental worth of the community vs. sense of intrinsic worth of the community.
“we are part of a learning community ”
“we work together, not in isolation ”
“What’s good for us is good for the students”
Sense of anonymity, homogeneity, and conformity within the community vs. sense of individuality
and identity within the community.
“value diversity”
“be flexible and compromise”
Loose hiring criteria based on broad commitments to children and teaching vs. selective hiring
criteria based on shared beliefs about collaboration, participation, and joint work.
Perfunctory faculty activities allow but do not require participation vs. structured faculty activities
ensure participation and promote a climate for participation.

Curricular goals emphasize personal initiative and individual rights and
responsibilities for both teachers and students vs. curricular goals emphasize
interdependence and collective action among both teachers and students.
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Many of the comments, made by each of the participants, are related to the
characteristic features in Westheimer “exploratory model,” falling neatly into a number
of categories, or containers as Garmston and Wellman (1999) have suggested. On the
contrary, however, there are a few that present some difficulty when I attempt to place
them within Westheimer’s frame.
It is apparent that relationships are important to some members of this speech
community, characterized by such comments as care for each other, all students are all
of our responsibility/under our care all of the time, respectful of each others’ ideas,
spirit of friendship, good sense of humor, and a sense of fun. Caring friendships and
humor are important when it comes to their relationships at the school.
The relative importance of working together and taking joint responsibility for
learning at the school is perhaps more clearly indicated, as it is mentioned several times.
This idea of interdependence at the school is embodied in such comments as willingness
to learn from each other and willingness to be a team player. Again, it can be
interpreted in such comments as, offer help, resources, open to others’ ideas and offer
help whenever possible and accept help.
Communication skills also appeared to be an important feature to group members
in this exercise. Emphasize straight-forward communication, honesty, willingness to
listen to each other, listen and hear, be flexible & compromise — build consensus, all
may well be indicators of the relative importance of open, yet cooperative
communication in this community.
There are two comments that present particular difficulty in placing into the above
framework. These are two comments that appear in the third feature, Teacher discourse
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is limited to students, problems and curriculum ideas and strategies vs. Teacher
discourse includes purposes, principles, and philosophies of education. Both of these
statements, “ non-limited learning grounded in meaning for life” and “ongoing
learners” are philosophical in nature and reflect an insight that learning, even for adults,
is a life-long venture. I place both these comments in this particular feature, because of
its somewhat philosophical leanings. The distinction that Westheimer makes regarding
two very dissimilar aspects of teacher discourse creates a theoretical/practical
differentiation. Some teachers’ talk centers around issues of practice, other teachers’ talk
centers around issues of principle and philosophy. These comments may represent an
interest on the part of at least one member to engage in philosophical discussion. The
number of references by various participants, regarding the importance of “lifelong
learning” in the context of our discourse during dialogue session supports this notion. At
least some of these participants in this community desire to speak philosophically about
teaching and learning.

Suggested Operational Norms
While any of these comments cannot be “owned” by a particular person, they are
important facets of this study because they reveal elements of people’s understandings
about schools, about teaching, about learning and about working together. Lemke (1995)
claims that all discourse is meaning-making and can be seen as both social and
communicative. Each member of this group bring their own identity and cultural belief
system to the group, (Zacarian, 1996) but as they are speaking and interacting with one
another, from their very first meeting, some newly co-constructed ideas are created as
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they offer their thoughts about how we should operate as adults internally. Winkelmann,
(1991) refers to this as voices layering upon voices. In addition, some of these statements
may even be suggesting a number of important operational norms that will be considered
by participants in this study as they continue their work together. These include: (1)
relationships are important, (2) helping one another is important, (3) collaboration and a
sense of interdependence is important, and (4) open communication is important.

The Second Brainstorming Session
At our third meeting in early June, more talk centered specifically around
teaching and learning. At this meeting I asked teachers to speak about their “core beliefs
about the conditions for learning. On the top of another chart I wrote the following:
“Core beliefs about the Conditions for Learning”
“What empowers learning? ”
Again, this was a brainstorming session when everyone’s statements were
recorded on a large sheet of paper with no specific references to the individual who made
the statement. These statements are listed below.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

school must be a safe environment
trust, faith, and respect
feeling of significance and belonging to a learning community
Learning is ongoing. Everyone is a learner
begin where students are and build upon their knowledge
mistakes are O.K.—work with
recognize developmental needs in all areas
Make learning real and active/experiential
high expectations
express learning and do education in a variety of ways, many techniques
value the differences in expression and ‘Showcase them’
students teach students, opportunities to mentor

99

Again, I noted that participants were “very cordial” to one another, and
“demonstrated appropriate listening and turn-taking skills.” As in the earlier session, it
appeared as if everyone had an opportunity to speak multiple times. There was head
nodding signaling agreement and “piggy-backing” indicating both listening and that some
of these statements were made as a result of a previous statement. This co-construction
of ideas resembled the nature of the first meeting.
Again, in this brainstorming session several themes emerge. In fact, some of the
themes in this session are identical to that of the earlier session. Relationships, once
more, appear to be important to some members in this group. Such statements about
being safe, trust, faith and respect, as well as feeling of belonging in a community all
unveil the belief that positive social relationships between and among members in a
school, are conditions for, and empower learning. A strong philosophical tone is also
present exemplified in such comments as learning is ongoing, everyone is a learner,
begin where students are and build upon their knowledge, mistakes are O.K.—work
with, and recognize developmental needs in all areas. These ideas appear to emphasize
the importance of a developmental approach as essential for learning, suggesting that
some participants may possess strong progressive philosophies (8Ornstein, 1995). On the
contrary, the statements Making learning real and active/experiential and express
learning and do education in a variety of ways, many techniques suggest a more
contemporary and less traditional stance toward teaching and learning (Ornstein, 1995).
At first glance one might be tempted to believe that many of these comments
signify similar understandings. After all, as members of a Discourse community (Gee,
%

8 Ornstein presents an overview of educational philosophies in a series of charts in A.C. Ornstein & L.S.
Behar (Eds.), Contemporary Issues in Curriculum.
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1990) these participants all share a social role as public school educators. In addition, all
of them have been interviewed, selected, and have accepted a position in this school. It
would appear that they have all come together with some very similar understandings and
beliefs. “That members of communities share beliefs seem to be somewhat of a truism in
current philosophical debates” (Westheimer, 1998, p. 138). Possessing common beliefs
is one of the conditions of community most often cited in educational literature
(Westheimer, 1998; Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1994; Sergiovanni, 1994). However, as
Westheimer also indicates, people’s beliefs are often presented as slogans and when
explored more deeply these slogans often mean very different things to different
individuals. Undoubtedly, beliefs that engender similar philosophical ideals are
important in building a PSC, but the content of those beliefs and ideals is far more
critical.
In the case of this study, participants have not had an opportunity to explore the
to

content of their individual beliefs and value systems in group dialogue or deliberation
about the curriculum, mission, and the teaching methodology at the school. Their own
ideology of teaching, based on their unique teaching and personal experiences, has not
fully emerged at this early stage of the life of the school. As people make known their
own platforms (McCutcheon, 1995; Zacarian, 1996) in the context of these dialogue
sessions, comparing the participants’ beliefs will be critical in determining whether or not
they share similar beliefs. By bringing these teachers together in a series of
brainstorming sessions, I believed I was laying the groundwork for the dialogue sessions
that were ahead of us. Working together as a group, in an effort to define those common
understandings that would guide our mission, the curriculum, and the teaching
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methodology would take much time and a great deal of energy. Undoubtedly, a variety
of beliefs would emerge, and deliberation around those beliefs would be ongoing and
challenging. Beginning this way provided us with some beginning understandings of one
another and a framework from which to build as we moved toward more critical
discussions and discourse.

Participants’ Thoughts about Brainstorming Sessions
These three meetings, referred by many as our “summer meetings,” did have an
impact on various members of this research. The content of these meetings was
referenced by a number of participants in a dialogue session that occurred on November
6, 1996. I entitled this particular dialogue session “The Big Picture” because so much of
our discussion during this meeting was devoted to each of us describing our own thoughts
about the “big picture” for the school. Later in Chapter 7 of this research, this particular
session will be micro-analyzed as tension and conflict are explored, but for the purpose of
noting participants’ reflective thoughts about these three meetings we had in May and
June, I cite below five excerpts from several participants’ whose discerning comments
reveal their thoughts about the importance of the summer session.
Excerpt 1 (November 6th dialogue session)
61
62
63
64
65
66

Phoebe:
...But I’m also feeling like it’s our first year and I am wondering
about our meetings on Wednesdays, maybe having some part of the time to check
in on other things- to maintain the focus on literacy, but to also have a piece of
that meeting where we can take a step back and look at the big picture or revisit
some of the more broad issues that we brought up this summer in terms of
building community.
In the Excerpt 1, Phoebe is sharing her view about the nature of our weekly
%

dialogue sessions and is making the recommendation that we use them as a time to
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check in on other things.” In Excerpt 1, she characterizes the “summer” meetings, as a
time when we spoke about the broad issues, or the “big picture ” Her perception appears
to be that we spoke about issue relevant to “building community,” and her opinion now is
that we should “revisit” some of these “broad issues” that the group spoke about during
this time. Her comments suggest that these meetings were valuable to the group, in
helping us to define the big picture, and that we might benefit, as a group, by revisiting
these ideas.
Elizabeth presents a somewhat different viewpoint, although she does recognize
the importance of these earlier brainstorming meetings.
Excerpt 2 (November 6th dialogue session)
142
143
144
145

Elizabeth
... I think that in order to do something you've got to just try to do
it. You can talk about it forever, and I loved our summer meetings, but there is
only so much time you can talk about general issues and then you've got to try
and do something and then come back and talk about it.

Elizabeth and Phoebe have similar viewpoints regarding the nature of these
summer meetings. Their reference to them as an opportunity to speak about “general” or
“broad” issues demonstrates comparable understandings. However, Elizabeth indicates
her preference for weekly dialogue sessions to be more practical in nature, to do less talk
and more trying. Her comments suggest perhaps she saw these meetings as more
philosophical in nature, with less of a focus on practical teaching and learning issues.
Apparently, she saw some value in these summer meetings but tends to marginalize them
a bit more than I do later in this particular dialogue session.
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Excerpt 3 (November 6th dialogue session)
330
331
332
333
334
335

Philip If you take a look at the summertime and how wonderful that
seemed to all of us, certainly that seemed that way to me. We were sort of
walking on thin air all the time. It just seemed so wonderful, at least to me it did.
Everything was so together; we were all aligned. And now we're finding that
we're not and that we're very different people with very different ideas. And we're
negotiating and trying to make ourselves fit into a larger environment.
In contrast to Elizabeth, I viewed these meetings as a time when we were

“aligned.” I characterize the summer as a euphoric time when it seemed like we agreed
on everything. It is clear in this excerpt, that I had the notion that we all had similar
beliefs. However, I acknowledge that in reality it is not the case, and that we are “very
different people, with very different ideas. It appears that I am a bit self-doubting about
my own naivete regarding the summer as indicated in the statements “seemed that way to
me” and “at least to me.” It appears that I may being trying to convince them that I
wasn’t the only person who saw the “togetherness.”
Later in this dialogue session I more confidently mention this togetherness that I
felt when we spoke in May and June, characterizing it as a time when we had “continuity
in our thought about children and learning.”
Excerpt 4 (November 6th dialogue session)
583
584
585
586
587

Philip ... It's more of our beliefs about children that we so clearly spoke about as
a group this summer. Everything that every one of us said, I don't think there was
one thing that-one thing that anyone said at any time really that we disagreed
about. I just felt there was such continuity in our thoughts about children and
learning.

It is important to note how linked I felt we were as a group after these
brainstorming sessions. It is clear that others valued these sessions, but the relative
importance of people sharing similar ideologies isn’t clear from anyone s statement, other
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than me. This is essential to note, as this becomes the focus of several contributions
Dillon and others makes in later dialogue sessions.
Elizabeth again suggests the philosophical nature of these meetings when she
refers to them as “the big overview.”
Excerpt 5 (November 6th dialogue session)
678
679

Elizabeth:
overview...

... but I saw the coming together during the summer as the big

It is evident in the above data, that the content of these meetings was meaningful
enough for a number of us to reference them in our conversations five months later. For
some, these summer meetings provided a framework from which we would build
community. For others, it was an opportunity to be philosophical as we considered the
school, the curriculum and our relationships. While these statements underline the
importance of these summer sessions, they will be more completely analyzed in Chapter
7 in order to demonstrate the dynamic changes that occurred in the dialogue sessions over
the coming months.

Conclusion
The first two of three meetings between the participants of this study are
documented in this section. Certainly, these three meetings provided a number of
important opportunities for the group. First, these first meetings provided me as
principal, with an opportunity to shape norms that would guide this work. Undoubtedly,
my authority as principal allowed me the chance to establish, through these exercises,
group work, sharing and participation, and open and reflective dialogue, among the
norms that would guide our work ahead. Secondly, these meetings were an opportunity
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for people to talk and perhaps reflect about their beliefs and practical theories of teaching
and learning. (MacCutcheon, 1995). Thirdly, these meetings marked a beginning for us,
providing an opportunity for participants to share thoughts regarding the importance of
certain core values that might drive the school as the group began to define the
curriculum, the school mission, and the teaching methodology. Moreover, it is apparent
that these initial meetings offered the participants the chance to form initial judgments
about each other; a process that also will be evidenced in the coming chapters
This chapter completes the broad analysis of this research project by providing a
detailed description of the setting, the participants, and the nature of the work that would
soon follow. By examining several of the events that lead up to the actual dialogue
sessions, a context for future analyses is furnished. Both the application process and the
participants’ initial meetings that have been presented provide a unique opportunity to
view the initial efforts of a group of people who are about to define their own PSC.
While Chapter 4 documented the scene before the teachers have been hired for Norton
Elementary School, this chapter documented two of the first three meetings that occurred
when all the classroom teachers are together for the first time, during the summer, and
prior to the official opening of the new school.
In this chapter, the importance of these analyses is further underscored, as the
teachers, now referred to as participants, brainstorm in a group format, specific core
commitments they believe are necessary in a school when working together and those
core beliefs they hold regarding the conditions for learning in a school. In this chapter,
these core commitments are analyzed using Westheimer’s (1998) eleven characteristic
features of community as a means for orientating the nature of these professional
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commitments. .Analyzing these in such a fashion, suggests that the participants hold
certain priorities with regard to the professional nature of Norton Elementary School, and
present early ideas about those characteristic features important to the group; both of
which provide a means for establishing normative patterns, which are evolving in this
speech community.
Furthermore, this chapter also discriminated participants’ thoughts about these
first three meetings. By advancing forward, to a specific dialogue session, when
participants share their thoughts about these meetings, it is apparent that these early
meetings had an impact on a number of participants. Several of the participants saw
these meetings as a means for building community, and an opportunity to discuss broad
issues with regard to the school. In this chapter, these viewpoints were declared.
Finally, it is important to point out that both Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 set the stage
for more extensive analyses, where more clear understandings of participants’
conceptualizations of community will be uncovered. In addition, an enactment of the coconceptualization process will emerge as well. Finally, a deeper understanding of how
these participants deal with tension and conflict in their evolving PSC will also be
unveiled.
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CHAPTER 6
WESTHEIMER’S CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES AND VOICE
Introduction
This chapter presents the transcript analysis of the first three audio-recorded dialogue
sessions at Norton Elementary School (See Table 1). This is a rather lengthy chapter
because I have chosen to consider important aspects of two seminal, yet related research
efforts conducted previously that offer important insights into this research project, also.
In this chapter I analyze a set of transcripts, which I have grouped together because
they mark an important period of time in the history in the life of this school. I utilize
Bailey’s (1993) voice framework while also employing three aspects of Westheimer’s
(1998) model for distinguishing teacher communities. Deciding to group these three
sessions as has been done, was based on three interrelated facts: (1) These sessions were
three of the first four dialogue sessions we had as a group. (2) Certain voices were heard
repeatedly and certain voices were more silent during these sessions, and (3) These three
sessions set up a transition of voices heard, thus they serve as a baseline for future
analyses that will occur in subsequent chapters.
It is also important to note that several of Westheimer’s characteristic features fit
nicely with Bailey’s voice framework, as they serve to enhance a more complete voice
analysis, providing a focal point for this analysis, and highlighting a number of obvious
questions. As a result, there are several questions I wish to explore in this chapter, which
will guide this inquiry so that a more complete understanding of this evolving PSC is
created.
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1. Who does or does not have a voice in these first three dialogue sessions and what
are some explanations for some participants’ active involvement and others’
relative silence?
2. What is the topic of the discourse in these sessions? Specifically, how is the
nature of work described.
3. How is voice co-constructed among various group members and what impact
does this seem to have for all the participants?
4. What is the nature of the tension that is present in these sessions and how do the
various participants approach it?

Voice
According to Bailey (1993) the analytic metaphor of voice is helpful in examining
the nature of participation in collaborative settings. Bailey contends that voice is co¬
constructed among group members “so that each member has the opportunity to speak
and other members willing to hear” (p. 249). At the same time, however, “voice requires
a group organization that orients toward the knowledge and interests of its members so
that they will both want to speak and have something worthy to say.
Because voice is a social creation, it is important to uncover who is heard and
what is said in any speech event. In addition, it is important, particularly in this research,
to investigate whether or not changes occur over time, and if so, the nature of those
changes and the influences of those changes, as well. As Bailey suggests, understanding
the key elements that allow group members to gain, or fail to gain a voice in group
discussions is critical in gaining a better understanding of particular social contexts.
Exploring these elements over a period of months is crucial to determining how voice is
co-constructed by the participants and the implications of this co-construction to the
nature of this evolving PSC.
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Bailey’s Tripartite Sequence
Bailey (1993) advocates a view of voice that is “socially constructed through a
tripartite sequence of (1) turn-taking, (2) speaking, and (3) hearing by an audience
member” (p. 254). As mentioned previously, because Bailey believes that voice is co¬
constructed, once must not rely solely on the individual speaker, but on the entire social
scene, including all the members of a speech community.
Bailey (1993) describes gaining access to the floor, as a “prerequisite for speech.”
Each group has its own system for “getting the word out ” It is important to examine the
local system of turn-taking, so as to gain a complete understanding of who talks, how
much any individual talks in relation to everyone else, and how individuals gain the floor.
All of these questions highlight critical aspects of turn taking, and by using these
questions to guide the analysis, a great deal of information about a group’s organization
will be uncovered. Zacarian (1995) contends that “turn-taking involves a host of implied
understandings about situational context and social identity” (p. 152), and is a reflection
of one’s familiarity with the group in which the talk is situated and the power that any
individual is given within the situated context as well.

Clearly, a participant who “does

not have the right to speak or does not feel that they have the right to speak in particular
settings are unlikely to take the floor” (Bailey, 1993, p. 258).
The second aspect of Bailey’s voice framework, speaking, highlights the
“powerful social factors, which constrain what can be said and how it can be said in a
particular context.” Bailey states that the “language which we use in a particular
situation is linked to our social identity, the purpose for the conversation, the types of
knowledge privileged [and the] degree of command of the language, etc.
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When

examining issues of voice, it is important to understand the criteria for one’s speech. That
is, what is determined by members of a speech community to be considered worthy?
Bailey refers to these criteria as warrants and refers to them as situated vocabularies by a
speaker to orient an audience toward a shared construction of communal talk (e.g.
knowledge, social identities, ideology, task, and motives). For the purpose of this
research, I will look at determining the local criteria for warranting a voice, so that an
understanding of what types of talk have currency in this particular setting can be
determined.
Finally, the third aspect of Bailey’s voice framework is hearing. Bailey contends
that there are ways for members to “signal” that they have heard another group member,
and that in order for a speaker to have a voice, an audience must materially signal that
they have heard that person’s speech” (p. 268). He feels that by tracking hearing in a
speech event, “we have a mechanism for understanding local norms for judging speech to
be comprehensible and valued in a particular setting” (p. 268). The intertextual link that
is created between a current speaker and the text created by another speaker can be
examined in order to create a meaningful and helpful interpretation of how voice is
further constructed by members of a particular group. Certainly, for the purpose of this
research the frequency of intertextual links, the types of responses that individuals make
to one another and the extent to which each members talk is evaluated, all are aspects of
hearing that will allow for a meaningful interpretation of what is taking place during
these three sessions.

Ill

Three Characteristic Features of Westheimer’s Model
As mentioned earlier, it is also imperative to consider another research framework
at this time. As previously mentioned, Westheimer (1998) has created characteristic
features that he uses to frame a model for distinguishing teacher communities. According
to Westheimer, when examining communities in practice, one can distinguish the nature
of a community using a number of characteristic features. I will feature three of these
characteristics in this chapter because they serve as another beneficial lens that can be
used when analyzing the nature of the first three dialogue sessions that occurred at the
Norton Elementary School. These three characteristics, which are explained in depth
later in this chapter deal with (1) the nature of work, (2) the type of discourse in which
teachers are engaged, and (3) the nature of the talk, especially how disagreements are
voiced.
According to Westheimer (1998), these characteristics can be placed on a
continuum, with each professional community oriented along some point. This
continuum serves as a means for distinguishing the differences in existing professional
communities today. He differentiates the two end points of the continuum around either
a professional community organized toward liberal, individualistic priorities or a
professional community organized around collective goals. These end points serve as a
marker of the extremes for each characteristic feature, and do not serve as means of
categorizing professional organizations, but as a way of capturing “the structures,
processes, and characteristics associated with liberal and collective manifestations of
teachers professional communities” (p. 134).
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In a liberal professional community, members maintain individualized goals and
pursue them independently.. .teachers function autonomously with different goals,
strategies, and practices, coming together primarily for mutual support. In a
collective community, members maintain shared goals. Their tasks are
intertwined and member participation in the life of the community is seen as
important (p. 128).

For each characteristic, Westheimer (1998) has specified the differences between
liberal and collective communities using a provisional model that he has created. These
differences for the above three characteristics that are used to help frame this section of
the research are listed below. Each of them has been numbered to correspond with
Westheimer’s model and as mentioned previously, will be explored in greater detail as
they are incorporated into the appropriate section.
• Characteristic Feature # 2
Individual work and responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline vs. joint work,
responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline.
• Characteristic Feature # 3
Teacher discourse is limited to students, problems and curriculum ideas and strategies
vs. Teacher discourse includes purposes, principles, and philosophies of education.
• Characteristic Feature # 6
Few voices are heard in public forms; dissent is submerged and when expressed
marginalized vs. Many voices are heard in public forums; dissent is drawn out and
transforms the community, is transformed to better match the community, is tolerated, or
is cause for leaving the community.

Orientation to First Three Dialogue Sessions
The purpose of these first three dialogue sessions was to discuss literacy practices
at the school, with specific focus on some of the practices and responsibilities that we all
were learning or relearning as a result of our new association and training with The
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Learning Network . Table 5 details the nature of these first of three audio-recorded
dialogue sessions, including the dates, time, and topic of each session. I use these
sessions interchangeably as I consider Westheimer characteristic features # 2 and # 3. I
believe that these two features represent a collective period of time in the life of this PSC
However, as I ponder Westheimer’s characteristic feature # 6 and consider the questions
pertaining to voice through a micro-analysis, I use only the October 9th session. It is my
observation that those points I push in this microanalysis can be sustained with the data
obtained from the other two October dialogue sessions, as well.

Table 5: The first three audio-recorded sessions

Date

Topic

Length of
Dialogue
sessions

Membership

October 9, 1996

45 minutes

All Participants

October 16, 1996

Reading and
Running Records
Mentoring

38 minutes

October 23, 1996

Mentoring/Reading

75 minutes

All Participants
(Alice is not
present.)
All Participants
(Jennie is not
present.)

The Learning Network
It is important to note the extent of our association with The Learning Network, as
it became a major area of focus in the first year. Each of the teachers and I were
participants in a four-day institute that was held in our district the summer before the
school opened. This institute served as an introduction to this professional development
model as it described in detail the conceptual and theoretical framework. Though much
*

9 The Learning Network is a two year site-based professional development investment that focuses on
literacy, and has been developed by the Richard C. Owen Publishing, Inc. Katonah, New York.
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of the training focused on elementary literacy the model itself had implications for all
subject matter and grade levels.
I had arranged for all staff, including Norton’s non-teaching staff to attend the
summer training institute, and I also arranged for the school’s participation in ongoing
training throughout the 1996-1997 school year. This arrangement was procured prior to
the hiring of the staff. I had attended a previous summer institute and had some previous
association with the Learning Network several years before, as a result of my association
with another school district. It was now my desire to fully implement the model at the
Norton Elementary School within the first two, perhaps, three years of operation, because
I believed that it would serve as an appropriate support for the staff as we worked to
define the framework for the school’s curriculum.
Dillon, Elizabeth, and Jennie had attended the four-day summer institute in
previous years, as I had done, as a result of their association with three different districts.
However, none of these teachers’ schools had implemented the second phase of training,
which would have been a two or three year commitment. At the same time, Dillon had
recently applied, and been accepted by The Learning Network organization as a literacy
facilitator/mentor at these summer institutes.

He was also appointed by me to be the

“Teacher Leader” for the Norton School as we moved to make operational the second
phase of the training. This would feature him as the mentor for the other teachers at
Norton throughout the coming year, as we all attempted to develop new understandings
about a literacy curriculum and as we all attempted to define the literacy curriculum at
the school.
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It is important to note that during the year, Dillon would be mentoring with the
rest of the teachers on a regularly established basis. This meant that he would observe a
literacy lesson taught by each of the teachers twice a month, and then he would meet with
each of them and discuss with them various aspects of their teaching. This model had an
additional component in that simultaneous to his work with the teachers, an outside
“Program Coordinator” would be working alongside him. Norton School’s outside
Program Coordinator named “Jill” would be visiting the school eight times throughout
the school year, observing Dillon mentor the various teachers and providing him
guidance and support throughout the mentoring process. The intent of this initiative was
to establish a continuum of understandings, shared by each teacher that would exist from
classroom to classroom.
One additional important note about the summer institute was that Dillon was
appointed our staffs facilitator during the four days of training. This meant that after
each large group presentation at the summer institute, he was responsible for facilitating
dialogue in small groups of about twenty-five teachers, that in addition to teachers from
other school districts, included Norton’s teachers and non-certified staff also.

Westheimer’s Second Characteristic Feature
Individual work and responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline vs. joint work,
responsibility for students, curriculum, and discipline.

Westheimer’s exploratory continuum (1998) dichotomizes his second
characteristic feature of professional community as one that emphasizes either individual
personal responsibility among teachers and in the curriculum for students, or one that
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emphasizes collective responsibility for the student community. He characterizes a
“liberal” professional community as one where joint work is emphasized only to the
extent that it facilitates individual teachers in achieving individual goals. On the other
hand, a “collective” professional community emphasizes “joint work and collective
projects not only because joint work can accomplish some tasks that solitary work
cannot, but also because joint work is a community ideal that engenders participation,
interaction, and interdependent relationships” (p. 130).

Establishing the agenda: confusing signals regarding the nature of work
I believe it is possible to obtain an understanding about various participants’
conceptions of work and working relationships at the school. I begin with characterizing
my beliefs, which are established through the dialogue of our weekly sessions.
As Table 5 indicates, three of our initial recorded dialogue session began after
school on the afternoons of October 9, October 16, and October 23, 1996. Previously, I
had broadly defined these dialogue sessions as an opportunity for the teachers and I to
talk about the curriculum, especially the new literacy practices we were implementing,
and the experiences we were having with these new methods in each of the classrooms.
At these early sessions, I positioned myself as facilitator/participant. (This aspect
is discussed later on in this chapter.) This was done for a number of reasons. First, I had
initiated these weekly sessions and, at that time, believed that as principal it was my
responsibility to take on the role as facilitator now that these sessions had begun. I also
wished to participate wdth them because I was a learner too and I wanted to demonstrate
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my willingness to learn about new teaching practices, as well. Taking on this role as
facilitator is evidenced in each of the three October dialogue sessions. An example of
this initiation process is evidenced in Excerpt 6.

Excerpt 6 (from October 9th dialogue session!
1
2
3
4
5

Philip: Okay, Um. I think we were going to try and do some sharing this
week. Have people brought in Running Records that were enlightening to them?
Were we going to try and do that?
Phoebe: Yup. [other nods of approval]
Philip: Do you have something Phoebe?
I began this October 9 dialogue session by sharing that we had previously agreed

to share running records that may have been taken by the teachers of particular children
over the course of the previous week of school. In Line 2 and 3 of Excerpt 6,1 initiate
dialogue based on what I thought we had agreed to do in an earlier session. This is
demonstrated in the question, “Were we going to try to do that?”
This changes a bit in the two subsequent dialogue sessions, as I became more
th

emphatic and state that we would be talking about mentoring. At the October 16

dialogue session, as indicated in Excerpt 7,1 begin by explaining the mentoring process
that would begin soon at the school, while at the October 23rd dialogue session (Excerpt
8) I explained that we would be listening to the two teachers who had already
experienced the mentoring process and were willing to share with their colleagues what
they had “come away with.”
Excerpt 7 tfrom October 16th dialogue session)
1
2
3
4

Philip: I just wanted to talk about mentoring and the schedule and the fact that
Jill [Program Coordinator] begins here on Friday, begins her work here on Friday.
[As an aside] I said mentoring and Jennie says “Mentoring? Who? With who?
What? Who? What? Where?
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Excerpt 8 (from October 23rd dialogue session^
5

6
7
8

Philip... Okay, [long pause] [Lots of talk and laughter among the group as they
get settled. Also, Elizabeth is telling a story about a student to several teachers
sitting near to her. Gradually other voices stop as Elizabeth’s continues to tell her
story. Someone whispers, “Who is she talking about?” As she finishes I begin
again.]
Okay I thought we'd begin today by allowing our two pioneers to talk a little bit
about what mentoring looked like and felt like last week. And what you came
away with.
I believe all three of these excerpts demonstrate conflicting signals that were

present regarding the nature of how the agenda was created for these dialogue sessions.
Even though my voice is the one setting the agenda, there is indication that I began each
of these sessions, with an agenda that was previously co-constructed. For example, at the
October 9th session I relied on other participants to share their experiences with the taking
of running records, while at this October 23 rd session, I relied on several teachers to share
their thoughts from their mentoring experiences. Undoubtedly, previously made
arrangements had been established with these other participants who took an active role
in these sessions, thus indicating that the agenda had been, in some way, co-constructed.
However, in each of these two sessions the same two people shared their experiences. At
the October 9th session Elizabeth and Phoebe shared with the group the running records
they had taken on several of their students. At the October 23rd session the two of them
again spoke, this time about their mentoring experience the previous week.
Establishing these dialogue sessions as an opportunity for us to have collaborative
conversations about teaching and learning apparently was my goal in these first three
sessions. By encouraging these teachers to bring examples of work from their classrooms
(running records), and sharing experiences that they had both with children and other
colleagues, (with regard to mentoring), I am indicating my understanding that sharing
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their knowledge is important, and working with and learning from one another is
important, as well. According to Norlander-Case, Reagan, and Case (1999) “The
reorganization of professional time and demeanor is essential if educators are to move
beyond old paradigms of professionalism.. .Much of a teacher’s life is spent in relative
isolation, with little time for dialogue and reflection” (pp. 108-109).
Moving beyond this old paradigm of isolation is apparently my vision, as
evidenced by my encouragement for sharing of knowledge and experiences that related
directly to their teaching experiences and curriculum in the classroom. At the same time,
however, I exhibited a significant control over the agenda; both in my everyday position
as principal, and then also as self-appointed facilitator of each of these three meetings.
Though participants spoke at each of the meetings, I in fact had established some control
about what they spoke. This contradiction is important to note and an aspect of these
early sessions that should not be overlooked, especially as the other participants voice
their need for talking about other things during our dialogue session time.

Other perspectives on working relationships
It is apparent that Elizabeth also seems to advocate a perspective on collaborative
work, at least at these meetings. Over the course of these three sessions, she seemingly is
aligning herself with the ideological view of collaborative teacher relationships.
Interestingly, this is an atypical aspect of a teacher’s professional character (NorlanderCase, Reagan, and Case, 1999), which is not often advocated by teachers. This viewpoint
that she shares numerous times within this three-week period, does a number of things
that can be seen the series of excerpts that follow:
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1. In it, Elizabeth strongly and repeatedly advocates collaborative working
relationships, particularly shared dialogue, between other teachers and herself,
which she believes provides her with multiple perspectives, especially for
challenging students.
2. In it, Elizabeth also orients herself attitudinally towards the teacher literacy
mentoring program that is beginning at the school by sighting the merits of shared
dialogue.

iL

Excerpt 9 (October 9 dialogue session)
87
88
89
90
91
92

Elizabeth: But you also, I was beginning to realize, you also have to not only read
about it and try it, but then you have to keep talking about it. Because I look at it
and I get one take on it and I get really frustrated. And I talk about it with Dillon
then Phoebe comes in. I show it to Phoebe, and then Phoebe says something. And
that kind of procedure has been helpful. This one student is going to take me a while
to try and get a grip on.
In Excerpt 9, Elizabeth speaks about the importance of talking with people after she

reads new material. She explains that her new understandings don’t come after reading a
text so much as after talking with someone about what she has read. In addition, after taking
a running record10 of a child’s reading, talking with others about what a particular child has
done or has not done helps her. Relating to an experience she had will Dillon and Phoebe
recently, Elizabeth explains that talking with different people brings different
understandings as she claims in lines 91 and 92, “that kind of procedure has been helpful,”
especially with a difficult student she has.
Elizabeth more emphatically reemphasizes this notion about the importance of
different perspectives in her teaching, later at this same dialogue session.

A running record is an assessment technique employed by teachers in an effort to obtain a better
understanding of children’s reading ability. A running record is done individually on a student with the
teacher noting each word read by a student with a series of check marks and other symbols. The teacher
then later analyzes this assessment in order to determine those reading strategies used and not used by t e
10

student.
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Excerpt 10 (October 9th dialogue session)
263
264
265
266
267

Elizabeth: What seems increasingly important to me is all the many exchanges that
are so helpful to me like my going around to people and forcing them to listen to me.
[Laughter.] And so, that's so helpful to have a different perspective, I guess is what
Im saying. Because I can sit there and stare at the one person who says one or two
things and suddenly I've got an idea.
According to Elizabeth in Excerpt 10, even the smallest of contributions can still be

helpful to her and can spark a new idea. She explains this in lines 266 and 267 stating that a
person only has to say “one or two things,” and this small contribution can bring dramatic
results.
In a dialogue session two weeks later, after the new literacy mentoring program has
begun, Elizabeth again mentions the social nature of her learning using a series of very
explicit verbs to describe what can be done “with people” and “in front of people ”
Excerpt 11 (October 23 rd dialogue session)
62
63
64
65

Elizabeth: And I realized two major things: first of all, how much talking and
thinking and working and exploring with people, in front of people it takes before
you really do understand what you're doing and before you can make a change,
and how small those changes are...

The thoughts Elizabeth expresses in Excerpt 11 come as she describes to the rest
of the participants her thoughts about the mentoring experience she recently completed.
Elizabeth expresses the thoughts that new understandings and changes can happen when
people talk, think, work and explore together suggesting once more that she believes
learning is social. The colleagueship she describes does not seem to embrace personal
relationships, yet seems to underline a series of important actions that can lead to small
changes in her teaching. Clearly, she seems to support the new mentoring process, by
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stating that new learning can come about when these four actions are done, not only
with people,” but “in front of people.” This level of collaboration is a critical element of
the process being implemented at the school, as there are a number of observers when the
mentoring process takes place.
In Excerpt 12, the context is a bit different, in that we are not talking as a group
about specific teaching practices, the mentoring process or specific children. At this
stage of the dialogue session we are talking about our work together as a group, and the
extent to which we can rely on what other schools have done when we begin the process
of creating statements that describe our school’s curriculum. When I pose the question in
line 443, “What do we do to get there?” I am asking how do we get to the point when our
dialogue as a group will lead to creating something more concrete, more specifically, and
something written.
Both Dillon and Elizabeth have similar opinions, expressing one more time how
important this talk is; not so much with regard to engendering problem solving strategies,
as was stated in earlier excerpts, but more so in developing a common understanding
about the teaching of reading. Now, both Elizabeth and Dillon offer how change comes
through dialogue with others.
Excerpt 12 (October 23rd dialogue session)
443
444
445
446
447
448
449
450
451
452

Philip: What do we do to get there?
Dillon: And one of the things I think we can do is, and that will happen just
because of how things have worked out, is, look at Reading to the Junior Classes.
Having some understandings before taking on other stuff. Because I think if we
went around now, we probably have a lot of people with very different ideas
about what, you know, reading is and how they understand it.
Elizabeth: And even, if like, with my strengths, even though I thought I had
some understanding, it changed once I started talking to people. It changed
moreDillon: It changes (interrupting)
%
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453
454
455
456

Elizabeth:-once I started doing it.
Dillon: It changes all the time.
Elizabeth: So until we really grab it and dig it out and parade it around and
exchange it, it's not going to happen.
Elizabeth’s metaphoric conceptualization of change as an object on which a series

of activities are performed, (“grab it... dig it... parade it... exchange it..is truly
amazing. This statement embodies the same notion she has been referring to in the
earlier dialogue excerpts, but seems to crescendo, with Dillon’s help at this dialogue
session. The visual picture created by her words characterizes the process of uncovering
new understandings as once again, a social process. Change happens when others are
involved in the process. One may possess new ideas, but making these new ideas
operational is done in the company of others.
These excerpts bring to light the notion that throughout these three dialogue
sessions, Elizabeth has been trying to convince people of the importance of others in
working relationships; in cementing new ideas, creating alternative teaching approaches,
and in embracing change. Not only has she talked about the importance of others in her
professional life, in the context of these dialogue sessions, but she has also modeled these
beliefs. In the first dialogue session she enthusiastically shared one of her student’s
running record with the entire group. In addition, she was one of the first two people to
be mentored by Dillon with both the outside consultant and me present during the
mentoring session. She even eagerly volunteered to discuss her mentoring experiences at
the October 23rd dialogue session, speaking at length about what she got out of it. The
salient nature of this occurrence is hard to understated as she is promoting an ideology of
%

interdependence that is atypical in the field of teaching (Cochran Smith & Lytle, 1996).
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“The isolation of teachers at all stages of their careers is well documented (Goodlad.
1984; Lieberman & Miller, 1992; Lortie, 1975), and it is clear that the daily rhythms of
schools typically provide little time for teachers to talk, reflect, and share ideas with
colleagues” (Cochran Smith & Lytle, 1996 p. 95).
There are other participants who talk about work that is collaborative in nature. At
the October 16th dialogue session, Jennie describes the “peer work” she exercised with
three of her “team” members from her previous school. She describes this as being done
after attending a training session. This excerpt describes this process and transpires as
the participants are speaking about the mentoring program that will begin soon at Norton
Elementary.
Excerpt 13 (October 16th dialogue session)
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163

Jennie: That’s really neat. Last year the Green Public Schools trained us in ah,
Philip: Sciences?
Jennie: No, The Skillful Teacher,11 which is excellent. And we did a lot of peer
work like that with Ken’s books. What we did with our team, there were three of us
on our team, we triangulated how we did it. And it's so supportive, it's so, you know
you say to somebody, I want you to come in. I really need to see if what I'm doing
has “closure,” whatever, and people come in, and that's what they're looking for.
Dillon: That’s it.
Jennie: Just what you want. You know, it's wonderful. And meet together as soon
as possible afterwards is really important...
Jennie describes the nature of this previous peer work as “supportive” and

“wonderful.”

She describes the three of them (she and her two colleagues from Green)

as talking about such things as lesson closure. She describes the process as somebody
coming into another person’s classroom and watching for one specific part of a lesson.
After the visitation, the two teachers have an opportunity to talk about what transpired
during the lesson.

11

Research for Better Teaching, Inc. Carlisle, Massachusetts
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In sharing this experience, an interesting occurrence takes place. It seems that
Jennie and Dillon connect as they realize that the process Jennie has actually described is
a similar model to the one that will be implemented at the Norton Elementary School.
“That’s it,” Dillon approvingly says, as Jennie briefly describes to the entire group, the
model from her previous school. Certainly, this is a comment that confirms that their
understandings about mentoring, at first glance, seem to be closely aligned. At the same
time, her telling response, Just what you want,” positions him in an authoritative role as
mentor, shedding some light on how she sees him at the school. It may be that she
recognizes him in a different way than perhaps she did her “peers,” from her previous
school, who apparently jointly constructed what the mentoring looked like.

Conflicting ideas about mentoring
Another contribution from a participant regarding how she perceives the
collaborative work we’re doing at the school comes from Phoebe. Though she has
volunteered to share her teaching with the group, and has consented to be one of the first
teachers to participate in the mentoring process, she reveals in at the October 23 rd session
some of her own insights regarding the mentoring work being done at the school. At this
session, she openly recognizes some reservations she has regarding mentoring, and
reveals a telling visual image of the process.
Excerpt 14 ^October 23 session)
7
8
9
17
18
19

Phoebe: Well, it felt somewhat intimidating at first, to be honest, to have two
people that are sitting so close, writing madly as you're reading. So I got through
that part, got through the lesson....
... Really the most interesting part was when I got to hear Jill talking with Dillon
about how he questioned me, which was really constructive in terms of just sitting
there but being almost as if you were behind a glass wall.
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Phoebe speaks specifically about her mentoring experience relating to the rest of
the participants that she felt a bit intimidated. It’s not clear in this except whether it was
the presence of others in the classroom that made her nervous or if it was the nature of
their presence, and that fact that they were “writing madly” as she was conducting the
lesson. More importantly, she relates to the group that listening to Dillon and Jill talk
about the lesson was like looking from behind a glass wall. Her choice of words are
illuminating in lines 17-19, as she reveals that a glass wall separates her from the other
two people talking. Though she can hear and see the process, she really isn’t a part of the
process, even though they are talking about a lesson she just conducted.
When it is Elizabeth’s turn to speak about her first mentoring experience
(following Phoebe) she reveals a somewhat different opinion about the mentoring that
took place the week before.
Excerpt 15 (October 23rd dialogue session)
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

Elizabeth: And so I felt very ready and interested in what was going on, and I
didn't feel nervous about what was happening. But it was a very interesting
because it was a mentoring experience, but very different from other ones that I've
gone through. And since I have been doing a lot of changing from school systems
and student teaching, I have had a lot of observations recently. But this was a
very different sort. And it was very exciting for me because while I was versed in
the lesson, I just blocked out the other people around me. But afterwards when
Dillon starts to talk with me and ask me questions, I felt that right away I could
answer what I was doing, what I had been doing, what my intent was.

Like both Jennie the prior week, and Phoebe, a few minutes before, Elizabeth
states her thoughts about mentoring. She was very positive about the experience,
describing herself as “interested in what was going on.” She also described the mentoring
process as “interesting,” and that it was “different” from her previous teaching places.
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She even goes as far as to say it was exciting, but in doing so she appears to be distancing
herself a bit from Phoebe, who wasn’t as positive about the process. This distancing also
is evident when she says she was able to “block out the other people” that were around
her. (In Excerpt 14, Phoebe describes that they may have been a distraction to her.) This
distancing from Phoebe, who is her grade two/three partner, continues when Elizabeth
reveals how she felt once Dillon and the Program Coordinator began to speak together
about her teaching and this specific lesson she taught. She indicates a similar visual
image to one created by Phoebe earlier in her description of this “multi-layered” process,
but something very different occurs for Elizabeth.

Excerpt 16 (October 23rd session)
53
54
55
56
57
58

Elizabeth: ...Butthen
once again as Phoebe said, when it switched, it was a multi-layered session, to
where Dillon was talking with Jill and I could see. And again, they were talking
about me but in a very neutral and supportive way. Just going over what had
happened. And they talked for a while together and then I peek in and out, and it
sort of ended up to be a more of a three-way conversation as we needed to do it.

Elizabeth’s explanation of the second phase of the mentoring, when Dillon and
Jill talk together about the observed lesson, uncovers the feeling that initially, like Phoebe
before her, she too feels outside the process. She indicates that she “peeks in and out,” as
the two of them talk about what they have j ust observed. This choice of words, about
peeking in and out, expresses the feeling that there was something separating her from
this second tier of mentoring, like Phoebe had stated in Excerpt 14, with regard to the
glass wall. However, after a while, unlike Phoebe, Elizabeth becomes part of this second
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phase of the mentoring process, and reveals that they became engaged in a “three-way
conversation.”
Several important points should be argued at this time. First of all, Elizabeth’s
fervency regarding the social and collaborative nature of her professional life is clearly
evidenced at various times during these sessions. She describes repeatedly how helpful
other people have been or can be with various aspects of her teaching, and how much she
benefits from collaborative working efforts. This is important to note because collegial
work is an important aspect of the literacy mentoring program. As she states this
professional ideology, (Walker, 1971) the data suggests that the other participants did not
respond to her claims. This was evidenced in the absence of references to them. Clearly,
others have talked little or not at all at these dialogue sessions. In addition, those who
have spoken have not identified with, nor referenced in their speaking anything she has
stated, with regard to collaborative working efforts. This will also be explored in more
detail in the next section, when I conduct a micro-analysis using Bailey’s voice
framework (1993). At that time, I will also discuss, more specifically, the type of
discourse present at these meetings. It is important now to address one more of
Westheimer’s (1998) characteristic features as we move to a more complete
understanding of the nature of the voices heard during these three dialogue sessions.
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Westheimer’s Third Characteristic Feature
Teacher discourse is limited to students, problems and curriculum ideas and strategies
vs. Teacher discourse includes purposes, principles, and philosophies of education.

According to Westheimer (1998) in a more “liberal” community, teachers’
discussions can center on issues of practice and pedagogy whereby teachers “share ideas
and stories about their teaching and about students” (p. 130). On the contrary, however,
“collective” teachers’ discussions explore principles and philosophies of education
whereby teachers talk frequently, usually from the time they first come together, about
the purpose of schooling and the educational principles that guide them. These two
varying aspects of teacher discourse represent another characteristic feature in
Westheimer’s model for professional teaching communities that can be considered in this
research. Westheimer believes that since the educational principles that guide a given
school can vary greatly, the nature of public conversations can vary as well.
As evidenced in the preceding excerpts in this study, the nature of the discourse
during these three dialogue sessions was very much of the technical nature. As a group
we spent time exploring teaching methodology that for some of us, was very new. In
analyzing the data, one can see that the nature of our discussions involved curriculum
ideas, particular challenging students, and the many questions, successes, and struggles
that we were having with implementing the new teaching methodology associated. Using
Westheimer’s (1998) model and considering this third characteristic feature, our
discourse up to this point would be characterized more toward the liberal end of his
continuum. Our discussions were focused on practical issues of teaching and learning.
We spoke in detail about the mentoring program both before it occurred, and what people
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had experienced once it happened. We also spoke about the literacy initiatives and
specific teaching methodology and pedagogy that were associated with this mentoring
program. These dialogue sessions hadn’t been a format for more broad philosophical
discourse. Certainly, we hadn’t used them to discuss, what would later be referred to as
“the big picture.”
I am inclined to believe that these sessions were so technical in nature for a
number of reasons. First, as presented earlier, I had significant influence on what was
discussed at these meetings. In fact in my own notes I refer to role as the “gate keeper,”
writing:
I guess I shouldn’t be gatekeeper because one never knows what will be said.
What is clear from this comment is that I recognize the fact that I have some
control over what is and what is not said at these meetings. It is clear that I am focusing
these meetings on dialogue about literacy practices, as indicated in earlier excerpts and as
evidenced by the manner in which I began each session. My voice is the first to be heard
and each time I present the thematic format for our discussions. Even though I seek
participation from others, I am setting the discourse agenda, and what we talk about is
methodology of literacy practices.
The second reason I believe these three dialogue sessions are technical in nature
has to do also with the fact that Dillon is in the role of literacy expert positioned (EganRobertson, 1994). Egan-Roberstson describes “positions” as “roles, which carry with
them certain expectations and obligations about how one should act in that role” (p. 30),
and situational positioning as positioning done as people interact with one another in a
particular social context (p.31). Furthermore, Egan-Robertson notes that situational
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positions are “influenced by historical, institutional, and sociological factors” (p. 35). In
the case of this particular speech event, Dillon is positioned in this fashion by a number
of us throughout each of these three October sessions, in a number of different ways. In
this role as literacy expert, he exhibits a great deal of influence over what is said, which I
believe significantly impacts the nature and content of our dialogue. One key aspect of
Bailey’s (1993) Voice Framework illustrates the positioning that is taking place and is
described in detail in the coming section.

Personal references and situational positioning
Bailey (1993) has created a list of “hearing responses” that describe how people
indicate they have heard a person’s discourse. He believes that this comprehensive list
provides what he calls possible “intertextual links” between two separate texts, and can
involve oral or written communication. He has created these categories as a means for
analyzing both oral discourse or written texts. I would like to borrow the first of these
“intertextual hearing responses” as a means for bringing into the light the situational
positioning (Egan-Robertson, 1994) that occurs in the discourse during these three
meetings.
According to Bailey (1993) a person can refer to another’s prior turn of talk by
using the person name or by the use of a personal pronoun. He calls this a “personal
reference.” Although he has created this term as an analytical tool for linking one
person’s discourse with another, I am using personal referencing as a means for linking
people, in order to determine positioning that may be occurring. It is true that some of
these personal references I sight in the data that follows could be categorized using
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Bailey’s “Typography of Hearing” (1993). At this time, I am not looking at the
discursive references to ideas mentioned within the context of each dialogue session that
would denote hearing, as this is done later in this chapter. However, I am using Bailey’s
concept as a means for identifying personal references made in the course of their work
together, which may indicate participant positioning.
Furthermore, I rely on Egan-Robertson’s (1994) related notion of the social
construction of intertextuality to help shape the analysis presented in Tables 6,7 and 8.
Teachers and students structure classroom social relationships through the social
construction of intertextuality. By the social construction of intertextuality,
Bloome and Egan-Robertson (1993) mean that people propose intertextual links
and in interaction with each other, they recognize, acknowledge, and assign social
significance to those intertextual links. Over time, these intertextual processes
establish particular ways of problem solving, learning, and writing by
backgrounding and excluding others. Teachers and students construct intertextual
links and references to past events as a way of building and maintaining social
relationships, establishing group membership, and defining ‘learning’” (p. 27).
Egan-Robertson’s theory of intertextuality (1994) described above, provides a
method for understanding what is occurring between participants in this research setting
during our dialogue sessions. Through the social construction of intertextuality (Bloom
and Egan-Robertson, 1993) demonstrated by these personal references, the participants
are establishing communicative patterns that are further defining the norms and creating
the culture and ideology of this particular community. As Egan-Robertson contends, they
are forming relationships, establishing group membership, and defining aspects of the
teaching and learning process at the school. In the case of this research, it is through this
intertextual process that we are also able to better understand how these norms and
patterns of interactions are working to co-construct the very nature of the PSC that is
*

taking place.
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Several points can be stated regarding the personal references made by the
participants during these three October dialogue sessions that will help us understand this
evolving PSC.
1. Participants make references to one another throughout these dialogue sessions.
2. The nature of these personal references is technical and pedagogical in nature.
3. The nature of these references indicates that certain participants are being
positioned as people interact with each other around their dialogue (Egan Robertson, 1994)
I have created a series of three tables that describe every instance a person’s name
was referenced during these first three dialogue sessions. Table 6 documents personal
references made during the October 9th session. Table 7 documents those personal
reference statements made during the dialogues session on October 16th, and Table 8 is
fashioned to illustrate those personal references made during the last of these three
meetings that occurred in October, on the 23rd. They are all created in an effort to push
the three points mentioned above and are fashioned to build further understandings
regarding some interesting patterns that are established during these first three dialogue
sessions.

Co-memberships and positioning of participants
Beginning with the October 9th personal references made, we see that Elizabeth’s
repeated references to Dillon, cited throughout the course of this particular session,
provide us with some interesting insights regarding her positioning of herself and others.

Constructing an ideological alignment with Dillon around the mentoring and literacy
ideology is evidenced as she mentions him in her dialogue many more times than she
mentions any of her other colleagues. Clearly she is aligning herself as someone who
very much supports the mentoring and literacy initiatives that Dillon is advocating.
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Table 6: Personal references made about colleagues during October 9th dialogue session
Person Referencing
Colleague
Elizabeth

Line
Number
60

Elizabeth

71-73

Elizabeth

82-83

Elizabeth

84-86

Elizabeth

89-90

Elizabeth

108-109

Elizabeth
Jennie

115
128-141

Dillon

241

Dillon

257

Dialogue
10/9
"
'
... ”so I was showing this to Dillon and trying to figure
out what she was doing...
And Dillon had had this experience when he was doing
some of the trial books, and we were trying to understand
if Craig needed that talking through to make meaning of
the story...
So Dillon was saying that would be another teaching
point, to think about how the page was laid out and how
you can follow the story...
.. .but I was telling Dillon that I found that I know you
have do it and do it badly before you can do it well.
And I talk about it with Dillon and then Phoebe comes in.
I show it to Phoebe, and then Phoebe says something.
And that kind of procedure has been helpful.
But he is, you're right Georgina, he is still, he understands
what the pattern is and he still needs to constantly divert it.
Or, then Dillon was suggesting, do a Guided Reading.
But, you know, I also feel this is one of the things that I
think that Samuel and I seriously will be struggling with
all year is, how do you balance the fact that these kids
really need to be reading novels as well. And, and how
does that fit into this picture? And so I took the plunge
because I need to go ahead with some of that. And then
Georgina and I have talked about, um, she is going to
work with a small group pulling some of the kids that
we've done Running Records on that we see a certain
need. So we're going to try to be balancing that in the
room. She will work with small group and I may work
with small group with guided reading, and other kids
could be reading a novel. So there is going to be a lot
going on and I really want to write it down and
document it a little. But it's got to be balanced with the
needs of you know, getting into deeper novels and
things, too.
So, it’s interesting, things are kind of
spinning around my head at this point. But we're talking
about it and I think that Georgina is really going to help
me with, if at reading time we can both do guided
readings with groups, I think that that could work.
The thing that I did, Elizabeth sent me two of her kids to
read published materials...
And then Phil came to me and told me about it and that
helps me in dealing with these children.
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During this first dialogue session when the group is talking about specific literacy
practices, Elizabeth references Dillon six different times. She references Phoebe once
and Georgina twice. In addition, Dillon references Elizabeth once and me once, while
Jennie references Georgina twice and her grade level colleague, Samuel, once in the same
speaking episode.
Throughout this session Elizabeth’s references to Dillon and others not only
reveal a strong connection regarding joint work, but also highlights her beliefs about the
technical aspect of that collaborative work with other teachers. Each time a colleague is
mentioned, it is done in the context of the teaching and learning process. Her personal
referencing also brings to light her positioning of Dillon as a technical expert in the area
of literacy, as repeatedly she refers to him as helping her with a student, or him looking at
student material with which she has had difficulty understanding. On the surface, it
appears that Elizabeth is more strongly pushing a situational co-membership (Erickson,
1996) with Dillon, and that it’s not a mutual endeavor, but the voice analysis will show
something very different. Although she does infer in lines 71-73 that they worked
together to understand the challenges of a particular student, most of Elizabeth’s
references portray him as the expert or authority in the field of teaching literacy.
Jennie’s personal references come at a time when she is attempting to negotiate
new understandings with those that she already has. She mentions that she and Samuel,
her “Upper” partner, will be “struggling” throughout the year as they try to balance old
understandings, using novels for reading instruction, with new understandings about
reading instruction that don’t include the use of novels. By making a personal reference
to Samuel, in order to describe her struggle, we have an initial indication that Jennie is
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pushing a “situational co-membership” that represented their common interests as
“upper” teachers. (Erickson, 1996).

While Zacarian (1996) contends that patterns of

long exchanges between two or more people can indicate “political constructions of
social identity in a culture...” (p. 125), I believe that repeated personal references, and
other intertextual indicators that demonstrate common constructions of identity, such as
12

teaching platforms , can also indicate such a partnership. This co-membership that I
contend is evolving between Jennie and Dillon will be supported later with additional
data.
On the contrary, Jennie references Georgina twice in the context of their teaching
partnership in lines that follow, but in each of the three sessions there are few other
indicators that such a co-membership is being established at this time. Perhaps Jennie is
referencing Georgina as a means of establishing a professional partnership based on
shared students, and not so much an ideological co-membership based on common
teaching platforms.
The position of Dillon as an authority or expert in the field of literacy teaching is
evidenced in the next two sessions on October 16th’ not by Elizabeth, but by other
participants, especially me. During these next two sessions, I speak a lot about the
upcoming mentoring sessions, describing in detail the technical pieces of the mentoring
process in which all of us will be engaged. In addition, I mention repeatedly the specifics
of Dillon’s role as mentor/teacher leader and others’ roles as “mentorees.” Table 7 and
Table 8 further illustrates the technical nature of my dialogue, my positioning of Dillon
as an expert or authority, and my positioning of everyone else as mentorees. Note also
12 Walker (1971) uses the term platform to “describe how participants present their individual beliefs and
values systems in the act of deliberating curriculum” (Zacarian, 1996. p. 99). A teacher’s platform is based
on their own teaching and personal experiences.
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that many of Phoebe s personal references made in these sessions also position Dillon in
a similar fashion.

Table 7: Personal references made about colleagues during October 16th dialogue session
Person Referencing
Colleague

Line
Number

Philip

14-17

Philip

20-23

Philip

31-32

Philip

37

Dillon

49

Phoebe

55-56

Philip

67-68

Samuel
Dillon

79
82-83

Philip

93

Dillon

128-130

Elizabeth
Philip

165
192-193

Dialogue

And what she does is that she works with Dillon as Dillon
works with one of you. So that experience that you're
going through with Dillon, Dillon is also going through a
parallel experience with Jill so that he is learning how to
work with teachers around literacy while he's working with
one of you or one of us.
Both as a classroom teacher with children and also as an
experience with Dillon, the mentor experience with
Dillon. So what we have to come up with as a school is a
schedule that Dillon would have release time from his
classroom to work with classroom teachers around a
specific area.
Phoebe and Elizabeth and Dillon and I talked, and I think
they agreed that you would go on Friday.
But then what the rest of you have to determine is your
schedule with Dillon
I know Phoebe and I worked on one this [mentoring
action plan] morning.
And I'll develop my understanding through reading
various texts, reading to the classes, reading to my
children, and discussions before and after, observation
with Dillon.
Jennie, you're not only using the level books, the color
wheel books, you're also on to journals now, right?
Questions that Phoebe is asking her students?
Phoebe will also be taking notes from her talk and she
will be writing down what they're talking about.
So that means Dillon would be coming in every other
week.
It's just that the action plan needs to be real specific. It
needs to be on what you’re doing and not what the kids
are doing, you know... You can think about Robbie's
Taction planl this morning.
I agree with you, Jennie
.. .and sit down with Dillon and me or just with Dillon
and create a master schedule.
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Table 8: Personal References Made about Colleagues During October 23rd Dialogue
Session
Person Referencing
Colleague
Phoebe

Line
Number
13-14

Phoebe

18-20

Elizabeth

36-38

Elizabeth

51-54

Elizabeth

65-68

Philip

81-84

Philip

86-88

Philip

93-98

Elizabeth

140-143

Dialogue
Y eah. And then we went into the preschool room and
Dillon posed questions to me about my Action Plan, looking
at the kinds of questions I'm asking.
My questions, not Dillon. Really the most interesting part
was when I got to hear Jill talking with Dillon about how
he questioned me, which was really constructive in terms
of just sitting there but being almost as if you were behind
a glass wall.
I didn't have a chance to share my Action Plan last time, so
why don't I start off doing that. What I was doing, Phoebe
did a guided reading, right? And I said I'd do a shared
reading with my struggling readers.
But afterwards when Dillon starts to talk with me and ask
me questions, I felt that right away I could answer what I
was doing, what I had been doing, what my intent was.
Then once again as Phoebe said, when it switched, it was a
multi-layered session, to where Dillon was talking with Jill
and I could see.
And then the other thing was that when Jill started talking
with Dillon she talked about-We all know that good
readers bring a lot of prior experience, but some children
don't have as rich experiences as others.
I walked away with three things having seen
Phoebe and Elizabeth's lessons. I also felt that it was
interesting for me to see Dillon go through all of this with
Jill working with him.
And so you're doing that with Elizabeth, she's doing that
with you at the same time, and it's really a- you didn't so
much see the separation, you didn't think there was sort of
a hierarchy here because everyone was going through the
same kind of grueling behavior.
And the third thing was the fact that Jill really does
explore with you, and Dillon will too, at the very end to
make sure that you are walking away with something, that
it wasn't a waste of time. She really wanted to know if
Elizabeth had some kind of new level of understanding or
a new area to explore. Which is really good. So you're not
walking away thinking, this was a wasted experience. She
really wanted to make sure that Elizabeth had that level of
understanding that might have taken her a step further.
And I have to work on what Phoebe is talking about now
on the questioning part of it, but the different answers that
they came away with, the way they looked at the page,
observed them, that was amazing how much you got out of
that.

continued
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Table 8: continued
Dillon

172-174

Dillon

178-181

One of things that I wondered for me is the older kids and
I have been in with Samuel doing some Running
Records, so I wanted to bring them back, see if we can
generate a response or understandings about older kids.
What Samuel did, is he picked out pieces from each of
the 4 journals. A benchmark. And when I pulled some
kids, I just started with Part 2,1 didn't feel like Part 1 was
where anyone was so I just made the judgment that Part 2
was the appropriate place to start...

Elizabeth

305-307

Georgina and I had an interesting discussion yesterday

Dillon

396-398

Elizabeth

488-490

Dillon

549-550

Dillon

560

Dillon

687-690

Philip

719-721

about Connie and how even when we don't know it, we're
not aware of it, how easy it is to get kids to constantly be
checking on visual information.
I gave Elizabeth a copy of a continuum that was K
through three to give some ideas for her what she can do
with kids once they get of the color wheel [an
accountability term]. Just to help her out.
The other things with Danielle Black, for example, she
was the famous example where after Dillon did the
shared reading with them, and then I was doing the
Running Record...
I know Samuel has got the real difficulty, which is, what
do you do with it? with some of these kids?
Yeah, I think that what Samuel brought up, is what do
you do with kids?
But if everybody doesn't have that same understanding
about what a journal is, I'm walking away thinking: Oh, I
know what Phoebe said, she said this. But I could be
completely different because of what my interpretation of
what a journal is.
Jill is coming again on November 21,1 believe. And I
would like one of the people who did go to go. Whether
it would be Samuel, Jennie, Alice or Georgina,
somebody who hasn't had a chance. But I would open it
up to anyone else if you would want to be in on that.

Further explorations of the personal references made in the context of both the
October 16th and October 23rd dialogue sessions, show that Dillon’s contributions seem to
be positioning certain participants as well. Again, this happens as we speak about the
mentoring process, and his references are also technical in nature. For instance, each
time he has made a reference to Phoebe, it has been for the purpose of illustrating his
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technical points about the mentoring process. In many of the October 16th references, he
is positioning her as a “mentoree,” who completes action plans (line 49 and lines 128130), and who takes notes during the process (lines 82-83). These are two important
technical aspects of the mentoring process Dillon underscores.
The technical nature of his references continues in the October 23rd session, as
well. Again, in this session, Dillon references others, not only in the context of the
mentoring process being established, but also in the context of the particular literacy
methodology associated with the mentoring process. In lines 172-174, in lines 178-181,
in lines 549-550 and again in lines 560 he references Samuel as he attempts to explain
particular literacy teaching methods with older children. This personal referencing is
initiated as both Samuel and Jennie continue to express some difficulty they are
experiencing using the materials that are associated with this literacy model he is
promoting. As indicated previously, the “journals” which are small reading anthologies
used for older children are not what Samuel and Jennie are accustomed to using when
they teach reading.
Near the conclusion of this dialogue session, Dillon references Phoebe, once
more, this time in a hypothetical sense, to push his point about developing common
understandings among people who teach together. When he references her in lines 687690 he is attempting to illustrate that each person comes to different interpretations of the
technical terminology used in this particular teaching model. Furthermore, he is
emphasizing the importance of all of us coming together to ensure that the different
interpretations don’t cause confusion in a school and to make sure we re all talking
%

about the same thing.”
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Excerpt 17 (October 23rd dialogue session)
683
684

Dillon: I think we need to touch base and make sure we're all talking about the

same thing and then ground it in our everyday experiences.

Discussion
Throughout these first three dialogue sessions, Dillon is both modeling and
strongly advocating that our talk be technical in nature, for the purpose of developing
common understandings. He contends that such talk will ensure less confusion around
the technical language that is used between professionals at the school. I believe he also
pushes the technical aspect of teaching by positioning people as “mentorees; ” a role he
spends some time trying to define. By continually focusing attention on the
responsibilities of those participants engaged in the mentoring process, writing action
plans, taking notes, etc., and by indicating that our group dialogue be for the purpose of
establishing common understandings, Dillon is presenting a conceptualization of
professional community that is centered more around people sharing the technical
features of the teaching professional and less around the importance of professional
relationships. In addition, Elizabeth demonstrates her commitment to many of these
ideas as she repeatedly talks about the technical aspects of her teaching, and the value she
sees in collaborative dialogue, especially that which occurs in the mentoring process. At
the same time, she is working hard to form a collaborative partnership, or “situational co¬
membership with Dillon by positioning him as an expert in the field of literacy teaching,
and herself as an ardent learner or mentoree. At the same time, I suggest that she may be
distancing herself from her “middle” partner Phoebe, by forming such a partnership with
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Dillon and by specifically acknowledging differences of opinion she had with Phoebe in
their interpretations of the mentoring process.
By highlighting aspects of the mentoring process, repeatedly describing Dillon’s
role, and by referencing a number of people as a means for explaining aspects of the
mentor/mentoree relationship, I too appear to be positioning Dillon as an expert and other
in a more subservient role as mentorees. In addition, in the role of facilitator, and vocal
participant, I am pushing the agenda of these meetings as technical and not philosophical.
As a result, our discussions are centered on teaching and learning and not on people’s
relationships with one another.
According to Garmston and Wellman (1999) “Professional community is built on
the bedrock of norms and values, which are both honed by dialogue and discussion.
Strong schools have core values about how children learn, what they should learn, and
how faculties should work together” (p. 59). Throughout this chapter, I have employed
data, which shows the nature of our sessions throughout the month of October. Clearly,
that data indicates that those who spoke, talked in depth about the first two aspects of the
Garmston and Wellman triad, but little about the third aspect; the nature of our
relationships as a staff of educators working together in one building. During these first
three meetings I receive support from both Dillon and Elizabeth about the nature of our
meetings. I remark in my journal at different occasions how much each of them enjoy
these meetings.
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After the October 9th meeting I wrote:
Dillon and I talked a bit after. He was happy with the process.

After the October 16th meeting I wrote:
Elizabeth and I talked again later about how much she loves our meeting times so
that she can share ideas and thoughts.”

This idea that Elizabeth shares with me begs the question, just who does take the
opportunity to speak during these meetings, and who does have an opportunity to “share
ideas and thoughts.” Exploring what is said, and who is listening is an equally important
case to build as we attempt to further analyze these meetings and as we attempt to further
understand the nature of this evolving PSC. In a final analysis for this chapter I move to
a more detailed microanalysis using Bailey’s voice framework (1993) that will allow a
more in-depth understanding about who is speaking, the nature of voices heard, and
indicators of hearing present in this particular community.
Bailey (1993) contends that voice is viewed as co-constructed by the group and
cannot be reduced to characteristics of an individual. This is true because he believes that
in order for an individual to have a voice in a group, the social systems of a group, its
norms and values, must be structured so that “each member has the opportunity to speak,
and other members are willing to hear” (p. 249). He further states that voice requires a
group organization that orients toward the knowledge and interests of its members so that
they will both want to speak and have something worthy of saying (p. 249). Therefore, I
will explore several aspects of Bailey’s voice framework using it as a means for
considering, (a) who is speaking and who is not, and (b) what is being said during the^e
three meetings, and who is hearing. This micro-analysis of voice will allow a closer
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examination of another of Westheimer’s characteristic features of professional
community. As stated earlier, it is my belief that Bailey’s voice framework and
Westheimer s sixth characteristic feature of professional community can be interrelated.

Westheimer’s Sixth Characteristic Feature

Few voices are heard in public forms; dissent is submerged and when expressed
marginalized vs. Many voices are heard in public forums; dissent is drawn out and
transforms the community, is transformed to better match the community, is tolerated, or
is cause for leaving the community.

A professional community oriented toward the liberal aspect of Westheimer’s
(1998) continuum would more likely be a place where disagreements are not made in
public forums, but made more in private informal conversations in hallways and in
classrooms. Disparate beliefs are less likely to cause disagreements because in this type
of professional community, they are more likely to go unnoticed. On the other hand,
schools that tend to lean toward the collective end of Westheimer’s professional
community continuum tend to be places where frequently voiced dissenting opinions are
not only permitted but supported. These types of professional communities allow for
collective participation in decision-making, whereby individual participants are less
likely to be marginalized. Individuals with dissenting views will either transform a
collective professional community, are transformed to better match the community, are
tolerated by the community or depart from the community.
Using Bailey’s Voice Framework (1993) as a means for micro-analyzing these
three sessions, we are able to make available the opportunity for investigating how
discourse is structured in this social scene. The lengthy narrative, as well as detailed
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excerpts that precede this section provides the thorough description of the institutional
setting needed, for considering what Bailey calls a “fine-grained analysis of group
discourse (p. 276). It is this fine-grained analysis that we now turn.
I will draw on three elements of Bailey (1993) including (a) turn allocation, (b)
warrants for speaking, and (c) hearing, in order to gain insight into ways that participants
interact in this setting. This will be the first of two micro-analyses using this framework,
as it will also be used later in this research in order to analyze changes in voice that begin
in subsequent dialogue session, and continued throughout the course of the remainder of
the school year. Building this transitional phenomenon is an important aspect in the
development of this PSC.

Analytical Tools Used in Voice Analysis
Two turn allocation techniques that Bailey (1993) distinguishes include a speaker
selecting the next speaker or a person may self-select, in other words, choose him or her
self. Self-selection is the most common method for turn allocation, while choosing
someone else is also an important technique for recognizing those who may not, for some
reason, wish to participate (Bailey, 1993; Zacarian, 1996). Other components of turn
taking considered in this analysis include frequency of speaker change, turn order, turn
size and the relative distribution of turns and whether or not it is fixed or it varies.
“How teachers talk to each other is an essential resource of strong schools”
(Garmston & Wellman, p. 51, 1999). Skillful talk creates professional communities and
can reinvent instruction that will drive a school’s teaching and learning process. Turn¬
taking is an important aspect of this skillful talk, as is distributions of turns, and how

147

specific turns are allocated. Within this analysis we must keep in mind that turnallocation involves familiarity with the communicative practices of the culture in which it
is situated and because of this some people in a group may be disadvantaged (Zacarian,
1996).
The second aspect of Bailey s (1993) Voice Framework used in this analysis is
called Warrants for Speaking. Warrants for speaking are the rationale or justification as
to why a certain voice holds power in a particular social scene. Exploring those factors
that constrain what is said and how it can be said is an important aspect of a voice
analysis. Bailey contends “the language we use in a particular situation is linked to our
social identity, the purpose for the conversation, the types of knowledge privileged, and
[the] degree of command of the language” (p. 259). According to Bailey, “the study of
warrants for speaking allows researchers the opportunity to determine the local criteria
for having something worthy of saying, being persuasive, or justifying a particular speech
action” (p. 262). Furthermore, he contends that each institution has its own warrant
criteria and that both the criteria and the specific warrants may be very different between
different settings. The importance of this aspect of Bailey’s framework lies in the way the
“social context shapes the voice of individuals” (p. 263) and what types of talk possess
significance in any given setting. Determining the types of warrants used by participants
in this study will shed some insight on each member’s ability and willingness to
contribute in each of these three sessions. These insights will help us better understand
who does or does not have the power to speak.
The third and final aspect of this micro-analysis is hearing. According to Bailey
(1993) there are ways that group members can signal that they have heard other members
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of a group. While signaling of hearing will vary from one context to another, what does
not vary is that for a speaker to have a voice, an audience must materially signal that they
have heard that person’s speech...” (p. 268). “Members of a group can sanction a
person’s speech with the type of ‘hearing’ used” (p. 269). As indicated earlier, there are
a number of ways that a person can signal that he or she has heard what has been said.
Earlier I focused on the number of times certain people were referenced. While this is
one way a person can validate that what has been said, has been heard, there are a number
of other ways to determining a group’s norms for valuing what has been said in a
particular setting. Determining these intertextual links will provide insight into the
frequency of hearings and the types of responses with which people respond in this
particular setting.
Bailey has created a typography of ways of hearing that are used in this research
so as to aid in the interpretive process of the discourse in these dialogue sessions. This
typography includes the following components:
1. Personal reference. A person refers to another’s prior turn of talk by using a
reference to the speaker’s name (e.g., Adrea’s idea) or by the use of a personal
pronoun (e.g., your suggestion). This type of discursive move materially links the
currents speaker’s turn of talk with a prior turn of talk and constitutes a form of
hearing.
2. Ideation reference. An idea introduced into the discussion by one person can be
discussed by a subsequent speaker. A speaker signals that an idea has been heard
either by using the identical lexical items (e.g., a word or phrase) or a paraphrase
of the original speaker’s words.
3. Discourse cohesion. In this category I am grouping the diverse set of linguistic
devices used in conversation to signal that one person has maintained a common
topic across turns of talk.
4. Evaluation. Evaluation links a previous turn of talk with an explicit judgment by
a current speaker as to acceptability. Evaluation can be positive or negative.
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5. Response to speech act. One of the key components of any analysis of hearing is
the relationship between the discourse function of the speaker’s comment and the
response (or not) of other members. If a person makes a request, evidence of
hearing must include an analysis of how the hearer responds to that request.
Hence, speech act analysis is an important part of this framework.
6. Meaning negotiation. Meaning negotiation constitutes a type of hearing as a
group member take remedial steps to negotiate a common understanding of a
person’s turn of talk. Crucially, any discourse move that attempts to clarify or
elaborate another’s speech would constitute a type of hearing.
7. Collaborative completion. The completion of a sentence or phrase begun by one
speaker and completed by a current speaker is a type of collaborative completion.
The completion is often evaluated or echoed by the original speaker; Bob: I went
to the ahhhh...Jane: store. Bob: Right.
8. Back channel. In many conversations members provide verbal signals that they
are attending to each other’s speech. These are often in the form of “uh huh,”
“yeah” or “right.” (Bailey, 1993, pp. 272-274).

th
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A micro-analysis of voice using the data obtained from the October 9 session,
using the three elements; turn-taking, warrants for speaking, and hearing, are crucial in
this research because each element will help us further understand the dynamics of this
particular social scene and how people move towards defining the nature of the PSC
through voice. Using Westeheimer’s sixth characteristic feature as a means for
orientating this analysis, in conjunction with Bailey’s voice framework, will provide an
additional means for considering the nature of the evolving PSC at Norton Elementary
School.
According to Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1996)
What is missing from the knowledge base for teaching are the voices of teachers
themselves, the questions teachers ask, the way teachers use writing and
intentional talk in their work lives, and the interpretive frames teachers use to
understand and improve their own classroom practices, (p. 93)

Gaining clearer insights as to how educator’s voices come together, how they
negotiate power, and meaning, and how they develop common understandings and shared
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beliefs is important also as we explore further those issues of school culture. Expanding
our knowledge base on the various ways teachers engage in this joint construction of
knowledge through conversation and the means for creating and sustaining the
interpersonal relationships that are necessary for this joint construction to occur, remains
the goals for this research project. Uncovering these “multi-layer portraits of school life”
(Cochran-Smith & Lytle, p. 104, 1996) which have been neglected in the past, will
further define both the explicit and implicit means for improving the teaching/learning
process.

Turn Allocation
I began by providing an analysis of the turns that occurred during the October 9th
session. Discovering who had the floor and how long they held it offers foundational
data for a complete voice analysis. Furthermore, I coded each turn of talk that occurred
in the October 9th session based on whether the turn was either (a) speaker selected, or (b)
self-selected. My purpose for this straightforward analysis was to determine who had the
floor during these meetings, and how was it obtained.
I begin by presenting data in Table 9, which imparts information regarding the
distributions of turns during the October 9th session and the amount of “air time”

each

person exercised during this session. I also include a distribution for each person,
detailing the percentage of turns that were self-selected and the percentage of turns that

131 borrow from Bailey’s (1993) definition of air time as the “total number of lines of transcript spoken by
a person” (p. 285).
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were speaker selected. Finally, in the narrative that follows Table 9,1 make some
suppositions that rely on this data, but that also explore the nature and quality of
participation by each of the members of this school.

Table 9: Distribution of turns in the October 9th dialogue session
Participant
Alice
Dillon
Elizabeth
Georgina
Jennie
Philip
Phoebe
Samuel
Zinsk

Turns of Talk
1
23
13
2
15
16
11
3
4

% Self Selected
% Speaker Selected
100% Self/ 0% Speaker
78% Self / 22% Speaker
54% Self/ 46% Speaker
100% Self /0 % Speaker
45% Self/ 55 % Speaker
94% Self/ 6% Speaker
45% Self/ 55% Speaker
67% Self/ 33% Speaker
75 % Self/ 25% Speaker

Air Time
1
108
80
3
55
42
38
6
5

During the group’s October 9th session, the data suggests that, according to air
time, we could quantify three levels of participation. Zinsk, Samuel, Georgina and Alice
made the fewest contributions. Many of these four participants’ contributions were short
narratives or even brief questions with the purpose of clarifying some confusion about
what somebody else had just said. This short narrative comment is evidenced in lines
102 through 106, when Georgina makes a comment to Elizabeth about one of her
students after Dillon endeavors to explain something about the child s reading
idiosyncrasies.
Excerpt 18 (October 9 Dialogue Session)
102
103
104
105
106

Dillon: Yeah, he may have learned these kinds of little tricks of the trade. You
know, if things aren't going well he might be doing something to distract the
teacher or something. So I think it pays to watch those kinds of behaviors too.
Georgina: Is he still doing that in the class during meetings? I know you tried to
cut him off a few times. And he'll go on with a very elaborate story.
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The question response is evidenced in even a shorter exchange between, Alice
and Dillon in lines 38-46, after Phoebe had explained the running record she had taken
earlier in the week on a student in her classroom. This exchange also immediately
followed Dillon, who has just made his own contribution regarding his understanding of
Phoebe’s student’s reading assessment.
Excerpt 19 (October 9th Dialogue Session)
38
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Dillon: Yeah, why would you want to do that? Why would want to ask her? You
want to find out for yourself.
Phoebe: That right.
Dillon: But, doesn't she need to articulate, too, what she is doing?
So that when she does that, she is going to make those on the spot kind of
things right there too? Huh? I just think it is a really good thing sometimes just to
have them articulate. When they do something have them articulate what it is
they're doing. "Why did you do that? Where did you know that?" You know?
Because when they do that, I think it cements it in their mind, too, about what they're
doing.
Alice: But even when you’re doing a running record?
Dillon: No, but this was after the Running Record.

The relevance of these two excerpts is disclosed in the very nature of participation
among those participants who spoke the fewest times and suggests that perhaps there is
something or someone who is preventing them from gaining access to the floor.
Determining whether all participants were invited to participate and be active and
interdependent partners must be explored. One way to do this is to look at those few
times this group of people spoke, in order to determine how they were able to gain the
floor.
Out of the ten times these four participants spoke at this meeting eight of these
times were self-generated. In other words, only twice was one of these four participants
asked to participate by another member of the group. Bailey (1993) contends that “the
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willingness of group members to ensure a space for others to join the dialogue and
negotiate common understandings is an important part of the collaborative process” (p.
287). Westheimer s (1999) notion of a collaborative professional community
corroborates that as well, as he believes collaborative professional communities are
marked by the fact that many voices are heard. The above data suggests that even though
all the voices were heard, there is clearly a marked frequency difference between those
who spoke the fewest times and those intermediate and significant contributors. Keeping
this in mind, I move to the next two levels of participation, noting again who is speaking
and what is being said.
The next level of participation, with regard to air-time, increases significantly. I
would classify Jennie, Phoebe and I as “intermediate contributors,” as each of us
provided between 38 and 52 lines of text. Most of Phoebe’s text consists of her
explanation about a student’s reading ability and what a student of hers did as she
recorded a running record. Her contributions are also marked by a rather lengthy
interrogation from Dillon as he tries to help her understand a particular occurrence with
one of her children.
On the other hand, Jennie’s text consists of several platform statements (Walker,
1971) as she attempts to explain a number of the challenges she is having with running
records as well as how novels have played a vital role in her reading program in the past.
(I excerpted part of this in Table 6.) Many of Jennie’s contributions in this session come
as a result of my asking her if she had anything to say. An excerpt illustrating both her
frustrations, and her platform statements can be seen, in part, in Excerpt 20. Her
additional turns of talk will come in a later Excerpt 25.
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It is clear from this excerpt that she is anxious but determined to share some of
her own thoughts about students and reading. Certainly, this marks one of the first
obvious indicators of dissent in our dialogue sessions. This dissent can be further seen as
Elizabeth challenges Jennie’s novel platform in lines 145 and 147. This is clearly a
challenge as reading whole-class novels was disparaged repeatedly in the training
institute each of the participants had attended during the summer, prior to the school’s
opening, and was a topic for the break-out sessions each participant had attended as well.
Exceipt 20 (October 9th Dialogue Session)
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147

Philip: Jennie, did you have anything?
Jennie: I'm trying to think of plunging into novels this week, and trying to manageZansk: Running records with novels [laughing],
Jennie: No. [more laughter.]
Zansk: It sound really terrifying.
Jennie: It doesn't sound on task, but on the other hand, ah, I have so many kids that
I have listened to everyone read and, um, I should figure out the percentage of kids
that I want, ah, to spend more time with. I want to do the Running Records with
um, some information as I move into the astronomy study. Because that's where I
look at more of the teaching that goes on. Is how to teach them, how to use the text.
But, you know, I also feel this is one of the things that I think that Samuel and I
seriously will be struggling with all year is, how do you balance the fact that these
kids really need to be reading novels as well. And, and how does that fit into this
picture? And so I took the plunge because I need to go ahead with some of that.
And then Georgina and I have talked about, um, she is going to work with a small
group pulling some of the kids that we've done Running Records on that we see a
certain need. So we're going to try to balance that in the room. She will work
with small a group and I may work with a group with guided reading and other
kids could be reading a novel. So there is going to be a lot going on and I really
want to write it down and document it a little. But it's got to be balanced with the
needs of you know, getting into deeper novels and things, too. So, it’s interesting,
things are kind of spinning around my head at this point. But we're talking about
it and I think that Georgina is really going to help me with, if at reading time we
both do guided readings with groups, I think that that could work.
Georgina: You could try some shared readings.
Jennie: Shared reading guided reading. I just wrote down, reading with, shared,
guided, at, by. I get all these terms all, ah [laughing],
Elizabeth: Is this a whole class novel? Or reading individual novels?
Jennie: No, no.
Elizabeth: Is it the same novel?
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148
149
150
151
152
153

Jennie: But there are kids in groups. Because one thing is, how do I still deal with
that, that I think is so important? Novels are so important. And I think I need to
dive in, in that way, too. They don't know how to select a novel. They may not read
independently. And so I kind of see it as concurrent with, urn. Running Records
don't mean much on a kid who is so fluent. There are some who, you know like you
said, Paul, isn't pausing at a period. That's something, but that's a really small piece.
Excerpt 20 (October 9th Dialogue Session (continued)

154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164

I mean, he's reading quite well. And that's a very, very small piece and what if he
just hates reading out loud. So, it's those kids I want to look at more. But I think
that it will be interesting once we start looking at the informational books, though.
Because then you're really getting into a different way of reading. I know if I'm
reading a manual on something I have to read it so much slower than a novel. So I
think that’s where my teaching points are going to come in, Social Studies and
Science. So as we get intoPhilip: What information books are those, Jennie?
Jennie: Well, reading a book about Saturn is different from reading a novel. So,
if they're going to read a book and try to get information to write a report about it,
those are things that I am going to have to teach them how to focus on now.
Jennie appears committed to firmly stating her individual beliefs in this session.

According to McCutcheon (1995) offering platform statements is an essential and
important element in the deliberation process. According to Zacarian, (1996) offering
such statements “provides each participant [of a group] with the opportunity to get to
know one another and to enter the next phase of constructing their task based on the
platforms they have discussed”.
Jennie is advocating a different platform, with regard to reading instruction, and
the questions posed by Elizabeth suggest some reservation with this expressed
methodology. Through a series of short questions, Elizabeth is referencing some clearly
held convictions many people associated with The Learning Network advocate strongly;
a whole-class novel is a poor instructional tool.
My own response to Jennie, in line 161 may also have been a bit challenging, as I
know from notes in my journal made at the conclusion of this session, that I questioned
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how interested and involved certain members were becoming with the new literacy
initiatives. This question was referenced in my journal at the conclusion of this October
th

9 session. Be reminded that Jennie and Samuel are the school’s two “Upper” teachers.
My big question concerns the extent that uppers are moving forward and where
Alice is going with it. Middles are gung ho!

The “it” referred to in this quote from my journal notes is the new literacy
initiatives and training occurring at the school. It appears from this note that I am
questioning people’s commitment. Not only do I question the extent to which the two
“Upper” teachers are embracing the changes associated with this model, I question
Alice’s commitment to the new literacy initiatives, as well. As mentioned previously
hers is a voice that is hardly heard during this session. Apparently, I am questioning the
level of commitment of those participants who either are advocating their own
methodology, as Jennie does in Excerpt 20, or who are having little to say during the
meetings, as with Alice. This is important to note because it may be contrary to what I
have openly said regarding the importance of everyone participating. This is especially
true in light that I did not make one appeal to Alice in this entire meeting. In fact, my
only appeals for others’ participation were directed toward Dillon, Elizabeth, Phoebe and
Jennie. Whose knowledge do I value here? Am I contradicting my earlier stated
intentions regarding a professional community?
This provides an adequate evolution into my turns of talk in this session. Based
on air- time I place myself in the middle with both Jennie and Phoebe, as an intermediate
contributor. Though my turns of talk were among the highest, many of my comments
were facilitative as evidenced at the beginning of Excerpt 20 and earlier in the beginning
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of this chapter in Excerpt 6, or they were clarification questions addressed to those who
participated. In fact, fourteen out of sixteen of my turns were three or less lines of text,
nine of which were only one line. In addition to my talk being facilitative in nature, like
Jennie, I offer my platform as well, which happens twice during this session. The first of
these platform statements can be seen in Excerpt 21 as I explain to the group a
confrontation I had with a parent regarding the multiage classrooms that had been
established at Norton. I include, in this excerpt, a piece of Elizabeth’s dialogue that
precedes mine, as it demonstrates how I build on Elizabeth’s example of draft notebooks
to push an integral aspect of this new instructional methodology associated with the
literacy model. The point that I am pushing is that we must teach at the point of need and
not to an entire class of children who may or may not need any given skill.
Excerpt 21 (October 9th Dialogue Session)
267
268
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288

Elizabeth: And the other thing I was thinking about is working in draft books. I
found it so helpful to have all their writing in their draft book because now I realize
when I go through looking for spelling words, I also see, Wow, I need to work on
plurals. Because one of the spelling things that is breaking down is they don't know
how to make plurals. And I have 2 or 3 that need plurals. So then even if they're
writing about their novel in their draft book, or now I've got them doing scientific
writing, trying to get them to do scientific writing, you can see not only they're
getting the scientific part of it but you've got that whole, if you've got it all together,
you can see that common thread of skill groups for writing parts of it, too. Just
simple skills that you need to work on. Compound words, you know, that just sort
of jumps out at you.
Philip: Last week we had a parent who was going at the issue of kids and learning
and how are we going to-He was talking about grammar skills? Francis? How are
we going to know that certain kids have these skills if part of the 5th grade is at one
half and part of the 5 th grade is in another half, how are we going to make sure that
all 5th graders know all these skills? And I tried to get him to say, or tried to explain
to him that we were gonna try to, we were trying to learn a general set of things that
we feel children should know and understand before they leave and that it didn't
matter whether it was 1st grade, 3 grade or 6th grade, we're still going to work on the
issue when we saw that they needed that issue. And that was clear at this point.
You saw that they needed that. So that's the point of teaching. Not necessarily
opening a book to Page 36 and let's dissect a sentence to make up nouns.
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In this excerpt, I put forth a number of my own biases, including my opinions
about textbooks and the manner by which grammar skills should be taught. I also give a
great deal of credence to what Elizabeth has just described; how she uses a draft
notebook and how she groups children by common need. I show her this support in lines
286 through 288, when I acknowledge that what she has done is teach to the point of
need. Doing so, I position her as a competent teacher. More importantly, I also position
her as a competent teacher who uses the methodological strategies that are associated
with this literacy model. Earlier I asked the question, “Whose knowledge do I value?” I
believe the answer can be found, in part, in several of the aforementioned excerpts as
well as in the notes I have included from my journal. It would seem that I value those
participants who are fully engaged with this new model of teaching.
One final observation that must be made deals with the high percentage of times, I
took control of the floor by self-selecting a turn. In fact all but one of my turn is selfselected, and is by far the highest percentage of self-selected turns among those who
intermediately or significantly participated in this dialogue session. Certainly, as
facilitator my voice will be present as I attempt to channel the meeting. However,
another question should be posed at this time. Is my voice heard too often at the expense
of those who are not? This question will be addressed throughout this research as I
repeatedly analyze the nature of my voice in this school setting.
Finally, the most significant level of participation at this October 9th session came
from both Dillon and Elizabeth. Based on data that has been presented up to this point,
this is probably not of great surprise. Certainly, Dillon’s 23 turns of talk and 108 lines of

159

text, and Elizabeth s 13 turns of talk and 80 lines of text support a number of assumptions
suggested earlier in this chapter, as well as suggesting several new conjectures.
First of all, Dillon has assumed the role of literacy “expert”, positioned in that role
by me, as well as most of the other participants in this research. This can be seen in
many of the previous excerpts. In this expert role, his contributions are all focused
around literacy teaching methodology. He answers questions, comments about other
participants’ children and both challenges and makes suggestions to a number of teachers
regarding their teaching methods. All of this is evidenced in many of the previous
excerpts, including Excerpt 19.
In addition, Dillon has no difficulty gaining the floor during this session, as
indicated by the fact that 78% of his turns are self-selected. However, the fact that 22%
of his turns are other-selected might be another indicator or his stature within this group.
Certainly, as in my case, one would expect that someone who frequently self-selects,
would not be called on by others to speak. More importantly, as mentioned earlier, in a
collaborative environment, one might think that group participants may try to get those
least involved, to be a part of the dialogue. It seems however, that neither supposition is
completely true. In addition to self-selection, Dillon is asked quite a bit by others to
speak, not just by me, but by some of those who had the fewest contributions, including
both Alice and Samuel.
Elizabeth’s level of participation also may further indict a number of points that
were made in the last section. First of all, Elizabeth has positioned herself a supporter of
the literacy initiatives about which we’re learning. Her numerous contributions during
this meeting further indicate that she has aligned herself with this new methodology and
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instructional model. Secondly, both she and Dillon have established a “situational comembership” (Erickson, 1996) based in part, on this shared teaching model.
Another interesting point about Elizabeth’s contributions to the group is that
others select nearly half of them. Though she apparently has no trouble taking the floor
on her own, as with Dillon, others seek her input as well. In looking a bit closer at those
turns that were selected by others, however, the data indicates that Dillon, Phoebe and I
were the only participants who structure those “other selected” turns of talk for her. This
is a bit different from Dillon, as noted above, as those who made the fewest contributions
were among those who structured his “other selected” turns. This phenomenon is one
that would add to an initial conclusion presented earlier that Dillon is seen as the “expert”
not only by a few, but by most all of the participants.
This data also supports the notion I stated earlier regarding Elizabeth’s efforts
towards creating a co-membership with Dillon. Dillon’s constructing of others’ turns of
talk is evidenced many times throughout this session. However, it is nowhere clearer
than with Elizabeth. In fact, he structures more than half of her “other selected” turns of
talk which in several cases lead to rather lengthy monologues, including a fourteen line
turn, and a twenty-three line turn. This phenomenon, suggests further the evolving co¬
membership Elizabeth and Dillon are establishing with one another. Her personal
references to Dillon noted earlier, and now Dillon’s selection of Elizabeth’s turns are two
very different types of data that now suggests this co-membership effort is mutual. I
believe that the significance of this situational co-membership suggests the magnitude of
their efforts to issue warrants for speaking that ultimately influence the course of the
th

October 9 speech event.

'
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I believe that by moving to the second and third “leg” of Bailey’s (1993)
framework for voice, a more complete picture will be created which may suggest some
additional data to both of these conclusions I am suggesting.

Warrants for Speaking
Understanding the elements of hearing and the nature of warrant s for speaking
within the context of the October 9th meeting will be the target of this next micro¬
analysis. Determining the types of warrants for speech, as well as the forms of
knowledge that are privileged will aid in understanding those facets of the group and the
setting which may have impacted those who were successful in gaining access to the
floor. In addition, I will investigate further, those intertextual links (Bailey, 1993) that
are used by participants that indicate another member of the group has been heard. In
doing this, I explore further the functions of these hearings.
It is clear from the turn allocation data presented earlier that several participants
from the group chose to, or were not allowed to speak. At the same time, there were
others who spoke frequently and sometimes at length during this session. Bloom (1993)
claims that certain social dynamics impact what is said and who says it in a group setting.
Understanding how those dynamics impacted those who spoke and those who did not is
my focus now.
In determining those warrants for speaking, one needs to go no further than the
first few minutes of this dialogue session on October 9th. Both my contributions at the
very beginning, as seen in Excerpt 1, and Dillon’s exchange with Phoebe after she has
described a running record with one of her children, set the stage for what knowledge is
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privileged and what knowledge isn’t in this meeting. Clearly the scene is set for the
entire meeting.
I described earlier how I believed that there were conflicting signals regarding
how the agenda was created for these dialogue sessions. Though there was some
agreement about what we would speak, (notice the “yup” and additional note in line 4 of
Excerpt 1) it was my voice, as self-appointed facilitator, that actually described the nature
of this meeting. “Okay, Um. I think we were going to try and do some sharing this week.
Have people brought in Running Records that were enlightening to them?” Although I use
the plural possessive pronoun “we,” indicating joint ownership, it is my voice who defines
the parameters, so to speak, of this October 9th session, and my voice is that of the principal
of this school, not facilitator.
Schwartz, (1994) describes group facilitations as:
A process in which a person is acceptable to all members of the group, substantively
neutral, and has no decision-making authority, intervenes to help a group improve
the way it identifies and solves problems and makes decisions, in order to increase
the group’s effectiveness (p. 4).
There are three reasons why, as principal of this school, it is almost impossible for
me to fit this description of facilitator. (1) As a group, the other participants and I never
spoke about my role as a facilitator of these meetings, (2) I was not neutral in my offerings,
as I often offered my own opinion (Remember the platform statements in Excerpt 21.), and
(3) I had a great deal of authority that resulted from role as principal and decision-maker at
the school. The point here is that my social identity and therefore, my voice is that of a
principal and not that of a facilitator, and the fact that I am principal and that the other
participants are teachers certainly impacts what is said and who speaks.
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My contention here is that the warrants for voice are made, in part, by my
contributions to this particular discourse community as the principal. These warrants are
created in a “system of intertextuality” that binds us together as a group or community.
Lemke, (1995) articulates at length about discourse communities, claiming that they
“provide us with a resource for making meaning that is equally important as the grammar
and lexicon of our language.” (p. 10). Furthermore, he claims
Each community and every subcommunity within it has its own system of
intertextuality: its own set of important and valued texts, its own preferred
discourses, and particularly its own habits of deciding which texts should be read in
the context of which others, and why, and how.” (p. 10)
As principal, I believe that I have a great deal of control over the intertextual system
that is evolving in this speech community. As Fairclough (1989) claims, powerful
participants can directly constrain contributions by members of a discourse community or
that they may indirectly constrain what is said by selecting the type of talk that is
engendered. This is evidenced in each of the three October dialogue sessions, (Excerpts 6,
7, & 8) as I set the stage for the course of the sessions’ discussions. It is also more indirectly
noticeable in the nature of my involvement that ensues at each of these sessions, as my
contributions never move too far from the set literacy related agenda. In addition, as I stated
earlier, it would seem that I value those participants who are fully engaged with this new
model of teaching. By staying on topic and by making references to others who stay on
topic, my message is that all contributors must do so as well. According to Bailey (1993)
“particular social settings provide local warrants for speech,” (p. 266) and in order for
members of a group to have a voice they must have something worthy of saying by that
local standard. I believe that I have made significant contributions toward that standard in
%

what I say and those who I recognize and I also believe that I control that standard
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significantly by my role as a principal. I suggest, therefore, that my opening statements in
each of the dialogue sessions, my own contributions, as well as those contributions that I
solicit from other participants have both a direct effect on who speaks and what is said, and
an indirect effect as well. There are three important points to make here: (1) I am principal,
and the fact that I am principal cannot be ignored, (2) what I say, or do not say inherently
carries a great deal of power, and therefore (3) what I say, or don’t say may offer some
explanation as to how voice is co-constructed in this particular setting.
I noted earlier in this chapter that after this meeting I wrote in my journal the
following:
I guess I shouldn’t be gatekeeper because one never knows what will be said.
The fact that as principal I am gatekeeper, whether I wanted this identity or not,
requires that I understand the potential impact that I may have in this particular
community. How I shape others’ voice, and how others shape my voice as well, will help
toward concluding what kind of currency my voice possesses.
In addition to influential roles, the co-construction of voice is also potentially
impacted by participants’ knowledge and the particular language codes used also.
According to Bailey (1993) knowledge and local language codes can also impact
significantly what is privileged and what is not in any given setting. “A person’s ability
to speak can be enhanced or constrained depending on the types of knowledge which are
utilized in a particular setting” (p. 264). In addition, the local language, or codes used,
such as professional jargon can also impact members’ ability to participate or not.
As already determined, discussion around the new literacy initiatives is valued talk
at these particular settings. Not only have I set the agenda for this topic, but the content of
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many of the contributions support this determination, as well. The fact that in this particular
community there is valued knowledge is evidenced again in Excerpt 20 from Phoebe when
she begins to share with the group an experience she had taking a running record from a
child in her classroom.
Excerpt 22 (October 9th Dialogue Session)
4
5
6
7
8
9

Phoebe: Urn, I don’t, I don’t often do this. I shouldn’t say that. But I don't
always do the MSV's. So, this one doesn't have all the MSV’s on it. This was a
student who was an emergent reader. She’s on the magenta level. IVsFantail,
Fantail, and she did, she accurately read the first 7 pages and then the pattern
changes on Page 8; and so she did get somewhat thrown off on “Fantail,
Fantail ”...

As Phoebe begins to speak about a particular running record she has taken, her
admittance reveals a great deal about the knowledge that appears to be valued by the
group. In addition, the entire excerpt also discloses a great deal about the acceptable
language codes that are employed by the group, as well.
“I shouldn’t say that,” certainly indicates that there is some expectation that what
Phoebe has said, “I don’t often do this.. .1 don’t often do the MSV’s14” may not be
accepted.

In fact, after she says this, there is an uncomfortable sounding laugh in the

room from several of the other participants. This again makes it sound as if Phoebe’s
admittance to the fact that she doesn’t determine the MSV’s when taking a child’s
running record appears to be an unacceptable practice. The reality is that determining a
child’s MS Vs was an important part of the training process that all of us had experienced
during the previous summer’s institute. In addition, it is an evaluative practice that many
teachers of reading employ.
14 MSV stands for Meaning, Structure and Visual, and refers to the three cues that a reader will use when
trying to determine an unknown word. Reading theorists claim that determining how a child uses the three
cues can often inform a teacher about a child’s particular reading strengths and weaknesses.
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My point here is that it appears that the participants have an understanding that
there are particular practices, and knowledge, which seem to be valued by members in
our speech community; taking MS Vs being one of them. Furthermore, there is
uneasiness among at least some of the members, especially Phoebe, that admitting that
she doesn’t follow a particular practice is somewhat unconventional in the group.
After carefully analyzing Excerpt 22 again, (see boldfaced words) there are many
technical terms used by Phoebe that would not be readily known by a teacher who had
not had specific literacy teaching training. She speaks about the child being an “emergent
reader” who has attained success at a certain level (magenta) and who recognizes patterns
in the book, Fantail Fantail. This is technical language that relates not only to the
reading process, but also refers specifically to the particular materials that are associated
with the school’s new literacy initiative. The ability to use this language is a warrant for
talk that she is able to orient herself toward, after admitting she doesn’t take a child’s
MS Vs often, and an important aspect to considering the nature of others’ participation.
As mentioned earlier, as the teacher leader for the literacy mentoring that is
occurring at the school, Dillon is considered by many to be the expert. This was evidenced
both by the number of times he was referenced by the participants in their talk, and the
frequency by which his turns of talk were structured by others in the group. It is my
hypothesis that his role guarantees, at least at this time, that what he states is valued and also
contributes to the standard for the knowledge that is valued and the language code that is
exercised in this local setting. This can be evidenced in many of Dillon’s contributions, one
of which is excerpted below. When this excerpt is analyzed in terms of warrants for
speaking it can be seen how his persistent and determined questioning of Phoebe suggests

167

that again, there is certain knowledge that is valued. Notice how Zansk is recognized by
Dillon in this excerpt, as she reveals the answer for which Dillon is looking. This excerpt is
a continuation of Excerpt 22, whereby Phoebe shares her insights about a child’s running
record.
Excerpt 23 (October 9th Dialogue Session)
15
16
17
19
21
22
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Phoebe: ... And as she's reading it, she is really pausing on those words. And at
the very end of the story she says, I have to go back and get something I missed.
Went back to Page 8, where she had inverted pies to peas and peas for pie, and 18
fixed the whole thing up. So, this is the first time I've really seen self-correcting
going on.
Philip: What do you think sent her back? What did she see?
Phoebe: I think it was visual because I think she was looking at pie and she's
saying peas, it just, it was really registering with her that something wasn't right.
Dillon: How would you know that's what she did?
Phoebe: Because, urn, [pause] because well, um, they both start with "P".
Dillon: But how would you know that, that's what she did? Choose visual? You
said you thought she used visual.
Phoebe: To self-correct?
Dillon: Yes
Phoebe: Because I think, well peas ends with the "s".
Dillon: Right, but how could you know for sure that's what she did?
Zansk: Could you come right out and ask her?
Phoebe: Because the other ones, the meaning didn't change. The meaning was still
there. It didn't matter which order she said the words in.
Dillon: Will you say it again? [to Zansk]
Zansk: [very quietly] I wonder if you'd just come right out and ask her?
Dillon: Yeah, why would you want to do that? Why would want to ask her? You
want to find out for yourself.
Phoebe: That right.
Dillon: But, doesn't she need to articulate, too, what she is doing?
So that when she does that, she is going to make those on the spot kind of
things right there too? Huh? I just think it is a really good thing sometimes just to
have them articulate. When they do something have them articulate what it is
they're doing. "Why did you do that? Where did you know that?" You know?
Because when they do that, I think it cements it in their mind, too, about what they're
doing.
Once again, this excerpt provides further data for examining how knowledge
*

serves as a warrant for speech in this setting. Dillon grills Phoebe, as if he were her
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teacher, attempting to get from her a certain answer. “How can you know for sure?” he
asks three times until Zansk almost apologetically offers in the form of a question, the
answer to the question he had been repeatedly asking Phoebe. It is then that he recognizes
Zansk, by asking her to repeat her response so that everyone, including Phoebe, could
hear.
It is notable that this is one of the few times that one of the participants who had
the fewest turns of talk is given the floor by Dillon. It is also important to note that she is
given the floor in the middle of what I would describe as an interrogation-like exchange
with Phoebe. Clearly, Dillon’s actions demonstrate to the entire group the value and
importance of a certain type of knowledge over which he is exercising considerable
control. Furthermore, this excerpt additionally demonstrates how he constructs the turns
of talk not only for Phoebe, but for others as well, in his attempt to negotiate a meaning
he has created. One last observation, with regard to this excerpt is that Zansk’s responses
here can be categorized using Bailey’s (1993) intertextual links and represents a two
dimensional hearing on her part. Zansk is not only following Phoebe’s explanation of her
student and her explanation and analysis of the running record, thereby showing
“discourse cohesion,” she is also attentive to Dillon’s questioning of Phoebe. Her
somewhat reserved response to Dillon’s question, put in the form of a question itself,
shows she is somewhat cautious about answering. Perhaps she is not sure of herself, or
maybe she feels her response may, in some way, be unfair to Phoebe. Determining this is
somewhat difficult. At least, however, it can be said that Zansk’s on target response to
Dillon’s question, which was directed to Phoebe, is another indication of the social nature
of voice and the role that others play in the voice co-construction process.
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In addition to suggesting how a certain type of valued knowledge was a key
aspect in determining when others spoke, I also think Excerpt 23 illustrates this
knowledge may have contributed to the opposite phenomenon; that is, contributing
toward others’ tendency not to self-select a turn. As Bailey suggests (1993), “The
researcher must strive to understand the relationships between the local forms of
sanctioned talk and the individual’s ability to participate in that talk” (p. 266). The
question that must be explored, therefore, is whether or not the data presented thus far
provides an opportunity to determine whether everyone had equal opportunities to talk. I
believe that based on the aforementioned evidence, they did not. According to Zacarian,
(1993) “Turn allocation, warrants for speaking, and being heard involve the possession of
three characteristics: (a) the ability, (b) the willingness, and (c) the power to participate in
a socially constructed scene” (p. 172). One’s sense of identity and one’s sense of
personhood influence talk, especially in relation to those with whom we interact.
Certainly, this setting, as in all other collaborative settings, requires that the members
allow and invite all others to actively participate, and to form interdependent partnerships
with one another (Carbaugh, 1994; Erickson, 1996; Zacarian, 1996).
Dillon’s ardent questioning of Phoebe brings a non-collaborative, non-collegial
tone to this particular meeting, and clearly creates an unequal status between the two.
Everyone in the group witnessed this exchange, which I believe may have had an impact
on both the frequency and the character of others’ participation. His questioning wasn t
inviting, and because there was some indication of unequal stature, some may have been
unwilling to “put their neck out” so to speak. Whether or not some of those who spoke
least sensed they did not have the knowledge to make significant contributions, or they

170

were intimidated with the nature of the discourse interactions, is unclear at this meeting.
Perhaps their relative silence also suggests they did not value the nature of the
discussions during this dialogue sessions. A microanalysis of a later dialogue session,
which will occur in the next chapter, may be helpful in determining why some members
spoke very little at this meeting and in the other two October dialogue sessions.

Hearing
One final analysis, with regard to the October 9th dialogue session, requires a
closer look at this speech event using Bailey’s third aspect of his voice framework.
Analyzing the element of hearing that took place in this setting requires that we
determine the “intertextual links” that exist in this speech community, or how members
were able or not able to form an association with one another. Therefore, it is necessary
to determine, to a further extent, who was and was not heard when they talked at this
meeting. Using Bailey’s typography of hearing, (1993) I have created another chart
which presents the raw data with regard to the frequency of hearings, and to the nature of
the hearings that took place at this session.

In Table 10A and Table 10B I have
th

identified those intertextual “hearing” responses that were created in the October 9

dialogue session. I have categorized them using Bailey’s typography of hearing (1993)
which he created as a means of indicating ways that hearing is signaled in a group. I
have laid out this typography on pages 145 and 146 of this research.
The table separates each of Bailey’s eight Intertextual “Hearing” Responses on
the vertical axis and each of the nine participants on the horizontal axis. Each person has
a series of letters (except for Alice who only has one), which denote the first name of the
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person with whom they signaled15. Each letter aligns with the nature of the hearing
response presented in their turn of talk. For instance, Alice’s one hearing response was
with Dillon, and the nature of the hearing signaled was meaning negotiation.

Table 10A: Distribution of hearing responses in the October 9th
dialogue session_
Alice
Personal
Reference
Ideational
Reference
Discourse
Cohesion
Evaluation

Dillon
P

Elizabeth
D, D

Georgina

P

J

Jennie

E,E,Ph
P,E,J,J

Ph,Z,A,E,
E,P,P,J,Z

Response to
Speech Act

G

Z

D,P,D,J,
Ph

P,Z,G,E,P,
E,E

s,s
Meaning
Negotiation
Collaborative
Completion
Back Channel

D

Ph, Ph,Ph

J, J,J,Ph

E

D, D,D,E,E,
E, P

15 “Ph” denotes an intertextual hearing response with Phoebe.
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Table 10B: Distribution of hearing responses in the October 9th
dialogue session_
Philip
Personal
Reference
Ideational
Reference
Discourse
Cohesion
Evaluation
Response to
Speech Act
Meaning
Negotiation
Collaborative
Completion
Back Channel

Phoebe

m

Samuel

Zinsk

J

D

D,
D,D,E

E,Ph

•

Ph,E,J,J,E

P,D,D,D

D

D, D

D,D,D, E

D

J

D

These hearing signals provide additional data, supporting a number of hypotheses
already presented. As Bailey (1993) contends, “A crucial part of identifying a hearing is
placing that intertextual link within the local context in order to properly interpret its
meaning” (p. 271). Therefore it is important that a number of hypotheses already made be
reconsidered when looking at this data. The data reveals that the greatest majority of
intertextual signals were made with Dillon. People responded to his questions, they
asked him questions, they made personal references to him and to the ideas mentioned in
his turn of talk. As I indicated earlier, the nature of his position in this speech event was
that of literacy expert, and once again, the frequency of these hearing signals support this
conclusion. In addition, everybody with the exception of Georgina, signaled some kind
of intertextual link with him suggesting that most of the members of this group position
him in this role, especially Elizabeth and Phoebe who presented the highest frequency of
links with his turns. In addition, the high frequency of links between Dillon and
Elizabeth, and the fact that these links are “ideation reference” and “discourse cohesion”
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links, suggest that the relationship between the two is a situational co-membership allied
around the literacy ideology discussed during this session. The fact that Phoebe has the
same number of hearing signals with Dillon as Elizabeth does not suggest a situational
co-membership between the two of them. One only needs to look at the nature of her
hearing signals and to consider the character of their talk presented in Excerpt 23 to
conclude that the relationship between Phoebe and Dillon was not a situational co¬
membership. Dillon asked her questions and she responded. This presents a very
different picture from what I would consider the stronger forms of hearing such as
“discourse cohesion,” “ideation reference,” and “evaluation,” which can be evidenced in
a given speech event.
The idea that Bailey has created a typography that suggests different levels of
hearing signals leads me to another generalization for this particular context. That is that
the nature of the majority of the signals made in this speech event, are what I would term,
lower level hearing signals. In other words, Bailey’s first four hearing signals, including
“personal reference,” “ideation reference,” “discourse cohesion,” and “evaluation,”
represent higher-level signals, indicating a stronger connection or alignment between
people, in terms of ideology. On the contrary, Bailey’s last four hearing signals,
including, “response to speech act,” “meaning negotiation,” “collaborative completion,”
and “back channel,” represent lower-level signals, which demonstrate weaker ideological
alignments. Therefore, once again, I believe the data reveals a more technically inclined
dialogue session oriented around teaching and learning methodology and less around the
philosophical nature of this professional community. It is my belief that participants, at
this point, are more focused on what they teach, and less focused on how they teach.
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All of these points are more fully explored in the following excerpt. Certainly,
numbers by themselves only explain a part of the scene. For that reason, I have included
a quite lengthy excerpt from the October 9th dialogue session. I have incorporated this
amount of text for several reasons. First, this is a continuation of Excerpt 23, and marks a
number of key contributions from a number of participants. Certainly, the presence of
intertextual links that are issued by various members are quite revealing in this section,
especially in terms of participant roles and their relationships with one another.
Secondly, the actual responses issued by the participants in this excerpt, and the patterns
of these responses reveal more insight about the co-construction of voice and the
situational co-memberships that are being established up to this point. Finally, this
excerpt reveals the first real difference of opinion, or conflict between participants in this
study as it shows how Jennie espouses an instructional platform very different from one’s
espoused by Elizabeth and Dillon. There are truly real differences of opinion, with
regard to the instructional purpose for using novels in the classroom, and Jennie,
Elizabeth, and Dillon lay out these differences. The way these differences are
approached by the members is also quite important, particularly when considering
Westheimer’s sixth characteristic feature of a professional community (1998) and the
way dissent is approached.
Excerpt 24 (October 9th Dialogue Session)
165
166
167
168

Samuel: Reading the encyclopedia to train. How do you pull the information
that is important, you know? Teaching how to read different types of material.
Elizabeth: [to Jennie] So you have, you feel your classes are out of the color
wheel, substantially? Everybody is reading? Everybody in your class is reading
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fluently?
170
Jennie: No, no.
170 Elizabeth: Oh no? Because I wasn’t sure my class... [Cut off by Jennie]
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Jennie: But I'm trying to decide how do I do it. And it would be good for me to
look down the list and see who is. But I'd say 75% at least need the challenge.
Put them in a novel. I mean they have been reading independently, but they also
need to direct that in some way. We can't just have them reading one book after
another and not writing anything down or whatever. So. And I'm talking to them
about how this is different from the way I've ever done reading. I say, how much
do we have to write in our journals. And I was talking to you about- that's one of
the things, too, is that I want to hear what the different grades are doing so that
you know as these kids come up next year, how do I deal with it? It may not look
the same as it does this year.
Dillon: A couple of things come to mind, that we were talking about this morning
which is Running Records. Really should only be about 100 words or 150 words
that, you know you really making a lot of work if you do something longer than that.
So it's usually a couple of page, depending on the book. You know, a book like
Maui and the Sun might be 3 or 4 pages. If you're taking one from a novel, it might
just be one page or a couple of paragraphs. You don't want to kill yourself. But I
think it brings up the point about novels and instruction. I think that sometimes that
instruction needs to be just, you know, fat. What's the expression?
Phoebe: Short and snappy?
Dillon: Quick and fat, yeah, whatever. Well, you know? Quick and, just quick.
Philip: Quick and Dirty.
Dillon: Yeah, Down and dirty, kind of a thing. So if you want to make a teaching
point, I think that the shorter books are real good for that because it's
Jennie: ha hum.
Dillon: down and dirty
Jennie: ha hum.
Dillon: and you're over it. And it only really lends itself to making that one
teaching point. Whereas when you have a longer book, you're more apt to do 5, 6,
teaching points and the question then becomes, what are kids getting out of that.
And how many teaching points are they retaining? So I think that's the
understanding that I have about using shorter texts for instruction. But that doesn't
preclude the fact that they could be in novels and that you're taking Running Records
Jennie: ha hum.
Dillon: on novels to see what their understanding is
and you know how that's going on. And certainly that is a type of book they should
be reading.
Elizabeth: The thing is that in novels, there are still going to be words, especially if
you're challenging them and stretching them, couldn't you take Running Records?
Aren't there going to be words that they encounter that they dont know and would
have the interest? I mean I'm talking this through for myself because I didnt do this
last year with my 4th grade, and that's the part that I forgot about was Running
Records. And I'm thinking now if I would have sat down with them with a novel
that they were really reaching towards and gotten that information, that would still
have given me something about how they read. There is some point, I feel as though
now I have kids reaching at different levels, you still have the kids reaching too. So
the Running Records, could they still be informational then?
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Dillon: Sure.
Elizabeth. You know, if they come across a hard word, everybody comes across a
hard word. How do they deal with it if you do a couple of paragraphs from a novel?
Dillon: And that I think brings it back to okay, so if we're taking a running
record on a novel and there is things going on there, what does that mean for
instruction? Right? And do I have 2, 3 or 4 kids who are doing those kinds of the
same things on a novel, and wouldn't that be a kind of good way to get you into that
instructional piece or that short and snappy piece, which is just going to be taking
any of those 3, 4, 5 kids together, working on whatever they're doing that you
discovered in novels and making that a teaching point. Especially if you have kids
who are in different novels, you want to get them together in one book to make those
points.
Philip: I imagine that would be part of your plan then for the day, that you are
going to make sure you get that group. When you're planning a day,
Jennie: Right, Right.
Philip: that group is going to be on that issue. It doesn't even have to be more than
5-10 minutes I would imagine.
Dillon: Yeah, and it's also, it's going to be more than a day. It could, you know, you
might want to be making that over a 2-3 week period where you're meeting those
kids and doing that for a longer period of time because—
Philip: Depending on the issue.
Dillon: Depending on the issue, you know?
Jennie: So, one thing I keep thinking of, I just try to take one step at a time.
[exasperated] So next step could be with those kids who just got those novels today.
You know, now they're getting used to me doing Running Records and things, so I
could say I just want to hear you. So about a hundred words?
Dillon: Yeah, about a hundred, hundred and f- [cut off by Jennie],
Because I could do it mostly out of the literacy closet just journals.
Dillon: Yeah I would just do it right out of the novel.
Jennie: I just want to hear how you’re doing in this novel [clarifying],
Philip: But then, would you use, I guess my understanding would be that you
wouldn’t necessarily use the novel as the follow-up to a teaching point.
Jennie: [Sharply] No? So then I'm going to come and ask one of you guys, what do
you think? I mean that's what I think this is all about is, [pause]
you know we're talking through and thinking how are we going to do this. So I'm
thinking okay the ones that I gave the novels I think I need to do Running Records
on the novel and see how that goes. And then see where we go from that. I mean
maybe I won't go anywhere.

Because this is such a lengthy excerpt I would like to divide my analysis,
recognizing each of the four voices that are heard. While exploring the kinds of
intertextual links established by participants in this dialogue session I will build more
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evidence of various associations, or co-memberships being established. Secondly, I will
explore the nature of the conflict that has begun, and how participants seem to react to
this. Finally, I will detail how these intertextual links, once again, demonstrate the social
nature of voice, and how certain voices are heard and others are silent.
Excerpt 24 begins with one of Samuel’s few contributions to this session. His
words display a connection between he and his grade level colleague, Jennie. One may
recall, in Excerpt 20, the fact that Jennie was issuing platform statements regarding her
use of novels, the teaching of reading, and how running records are perhaps not useful
with older children. She states, at the end of Excerpt 20, lines 157-160, how children
must be taught to read technical books in a different way than reading novels. Now
immediately following these lines, Samuel attempts to explain the differences eluded to
by Jennie in that previous statement suggesting that “reading the encyclopedia” can be a
means for training children to read technical information. This attempt at meaning
negotiation occurs in lines 165-166, and is a significant event for a number of reasons.
As mentioned previously, Samuel was one of the four participants whose contributions
were among the fewest of the entire group. The fact that he has self-selected a turn hints
at the significance of his attempts to elaborate on previous comments from Jennie.
Jennie, one must remember, is Samuel’s grade level colleague, as they are the two
“Upper” teachers at Norton. I believe his contribution is further indication that another
situational co-membership (Erickson, 1996) is evolving between these two, and is based
on shared understandings about reading with older children. I use the word evolving
because I believe that the intertextual links that are created between participants, in the
context of this discussion, can serve as a means of building social relationships and a
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shared sense of belonging between members of a group. According to Osterman (2001)
“A community exists when its members experience a sense of belonging or personal
relatedness.. .they feel cared for or supported” (p. 324). Zacarian (1996) describes this
situational co-membership as a shared sense of each other and social context. Samuel’s
meaning negotiation marks this connection between he and Jennie, both for one another
and for other members of the group. At the same time, I think that these intertextual links
can serve the opposite purpose, as well. They can serve as a means for marking
differences between members in a group, as in the case of Elizabeth and Jennie.
One may remember earlier, in Excerpt 20, when Elizabeth challenges Jennie
about the use of novels with children. Another related challenge occurs in Excerpt 24
and marks a different kind of ideational reference. This challenge immediately follows
Samuel, but has no apparent direct reference to what he said. However, it features
another reference to a statement made by Jennie earlier in lines 151 and 152 of Excerpt
20, when she shares her opinion that running records are not useful with kids who are
reading fluently.
Elizabeth challenges Jennie for the second time in this meeting, this time focusing
on this comment and Jennie’s use of the word “fluently.” She pointedly asks her if all her
children have progressed beyond “the color wheel” and are “reading fluently.

Jennie

responds in a matter of fact way, saying twice, “No.” Elizabeth begins to make a
comment about her own class, apparently about the group’s reading ability, when Jennie
cuts her off with another lengthy platform statement. In this statement, Jennie shares how
writing journals can be used with children who are reading novels.
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Jennie is a supporter of novels as an instructional tool in reading. Apparently,
Elizabeth does not possess the same belief. What is interesting in this excerpt is how this
difference of opinion is really never approached. What seems to happen is that the idea
of using novels as an instructional tool becomes submerged in contributions from others,
particularly, Elizabeth and Dillon, who rail against the idea, and me who promotes the
ideas mentioned by these two. In fact, the idea of using novels is never approached in a
collegial manner, or opened up to the entire group for discussion. Though Jennie
becomes noticeably upset, the dissonance is never named (Zacarian, 1996) nor do any
members of the group ever recognize it audibly.
The significance of this exchange is also illustrated by the fact that Elizabeth
creates an intertextual link with Jennie, and not with Samuel. I believe this further
demonstrates the value of some voices, and the marginalization of others in this speech
community. After Samuel speaks in lines 165 and 166, Elizabeth chooses to remark on
Jennie’s comments rather than to those made in the previous turn by Samuel, which I
believe results from the nature of Jennie’s comments and her use of the word “fluent” in
an earlier turn.
The nature of Elizabeth’s questioning again underscores her connectedness to the
school’s literacy training model. Her continued use of technical words associated with
this model, including her reference to reading fluency and the “color wheel” as a means
for assessing children’s progress in reading, again place her as a member of a
professional discourse community. Clearly, she is advocating a particular type of literacy
teaching methodology. As the dialogue continues and Elizabeth makes several more
comments on the heels of comments from Dillon, their co-membership around this
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professional ideology can be seen again and again. The fact that their two voices are
heard several times throughout this excerpt, and the fact that they are advocating a
common ideology, further suggests this situational co-membership.
It is worthwhile to note three additional points regarding the intertextual
indicators present in Excerpt 24. First, my voice is heard several times in this discussion,
indicating the intertextual links that I am creating in this dynamic exchange. These links
suggests several new aspects of my voice in this speech event. Secondly, the nature of
Jennie’s responses not only reveals some things about what she hears in these exchanges,
but also what she values in these voices. Finally, the nature of her turns also reveals a bit
of tension in this session.
My first comment in this excerpt occurs in line 191, as I attempt to help Dillon
recall a term each of us heard used by Jill, our program coordinator, during our summer
training institute. The term is “short and snappy,” and refers to the type of book that is
good for a student’s assessment. (Phoebe correctly names the term in line 189, but
neither Dillon nor I hear her.) My attempt at “collaborative completion” (Bailey, 1993)
comes as Dillon tries to come up with this term unsuccessfully as he explains how Jennie
might take a running record on a child reading a novel. He never uses the term “short
and snappy,” but his choice “down and dirty” is similar in meaning, building on what I
suggested, “quick and dirty.” This somewhat amusing occurrence is the first indication
that I am hearing what Dillon is speaking about, although this “collaborative completion
is a lower-level hearing signal. The next three contributions are perhaps a bit more
significant, as each of these mark “meaning negotiations” (Bailey, 1993) or clear links to
what both Dillon and Elizabeth are sharing. I contend that they also mark an attempt by
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me to further clarify for Jennie how some of the ideas that are being mentioned can be
incorporated into her teaching.
In line 229-233,1 make a suggestion about planning in advance, for children who
are to be assessed by the use of a running record, and how “it doesn’t even have to be
more than 5-10 minutes...” When I say this I am a bit tentative, as I add twice, “.. .1
would imagine.” This tentativeness is due to the fact that I can see that there is a bit of
tension evolving as both Elizabeth and Dillon are making suggestions, and Jennie is
hardly responding. I try to soften the directness of both Elizabeth and Dillon with this
rather tentative approach. However, my turn of talk leads to a further meaning
negotiation from Dillon, as he suggests an alternative idea, that the assessment period for
a group of children could span over a two to three week period of time. At the
conclusion of his turn of talk I, once again, respond with another clarification of his turn,
and in line 237 I say, “depending on the issue.” Dillon agrees with me and repeats
“depending on the issue.”
The dynamics of the exchange that occurs between, Dillon, Jennie and I, at the
end of this excerpt, are very interesting. Both Dillon and I engage in the process of
clarifying each other’s comments for Jennie. Each of our meaning negotiations offer
some specific methodological recommendations. Although she is trying to conceal it, it
can be seen that she is becoming a bit exasperated indicated by her frequent “back
channel” contributions (Bailey, 1993). I agree with Bailey that this form of verbal signal
provides a weak form of hearing, although I believe that in this episode these intertextual
links are mere markers of her presence and not necessarily anything more than that. I
pick up on Jennie’s discomfort, which in part warrants my contribution. My turn of talk
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in lines 247 and 248 come as Jennie asks Dillon a question, about the method of taking
running records.

There is a little bit of confusion between her question and Dillon’s

responses, so I attempt again at a meaning negotiation. Once more, this suggestion is
made in a tentative way, as I can see Jennie s anxiety level rising. I use the ambiguous
phrase, “I guess” as a means of softening my suggestion. This apparently doesn’t have
much of a softening affect on Jennie because her final turn of talk in this excerpt is
marked by a sharp tone, and a bit of sarcasm. “So then I’m going to come and ask one of
you guys, what do you think?”
I believe this comment indicates her frustration as she tries to balance the new
ideas that are being discussed with her own existing understandings and practices. Some
researchers believe that teachers often struggle with new ideas as they attempt to interpret
new designs in light of their own beliefs and knowledge of particular instructional
content and methodology (Henderson & Hawthorne, 1995). At the same time, her
frustration must also result from the fact that her ideas are not drawn out or valued by
others in the group beside Samuel.
I have mentioned that, in part, my meaning negotiations come as Dillon’s and
Elizabeth’s voices are heard advocating a particular methodology associated with the
literacy model, and Jennie begins to demonstrate some anxiety. My contributions shed
some light on how I attempt to deal with the internal struggle mentioned above. My
contributions never served as a means to draw out an open discussion about the use of
novels as an instructional tool. On the contrary, my comments served as a means of
softening the conflict, by moderating Dillon’s and Elizabeth’s directness with a few quiet
tentative suggestions of my own. On the other hand, I believe that my suggestions
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present another phenomenon as well. My contributions further intimate that I too was
advocating this new methodology. Though some may believe that I cannot be softening
the new ideas for Jennie, while advocating them simultaneously, I disagree. In fact, it is
my belief that building principals often have to create a very delicate balance between
standard practices and new ideas.
This balance that I am trying to maintain, embodied in my comments in this
excerpt, is describe by Rallis and Goldring (2000). While trying to maintain a
coexistence of alternative ideas, tapping the strengths and recognizing the leadership
ability of each person, I also am attempting to support those kinds of changes that I
believe will lead to new and successful means of teaching. “Schools can be accountable
if they clearly articulate what they aspire to accomplish, and if they implement
instructional strategies designed to meet those standards. The challenge is getting them
into teachers’ instructional repertoire in the classroom” (p. 21).
While recognizing Dillon and Elizabeth’s acceptance and support of new
instructional ideas, I am also attempting to temper the means by which this is approached.
Keeping everyone on board is a great challenge for an instructional leader often creating
the need for a delicate balancing act between ideas and between people. Not only is this
present at the dialogues sessions, as evidenced in my several meaning negotiations, but it
is happening behind the scenes also. This can be seen in the following notes I wrote after
having informal conversation with the same three participants: Jennie, Dillon, and
Elizabeth. These conversations occurred with each one individually over the course of a
day.
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Jennie caught me this morning when I came into school. She feels a bit frazzled
and said so. We talked about how much work this is and how unexpectedly busy we are.
She asked if Wednesday s meeting [dialogue session] could be postponed for a week
because of conferences. I understood but my first thought was, “I’ve got to get more
data!” Ugh!
When I told Dillon, he was a bit upset. He said conferences was [sic] contracted
time and that, like kids, we all have to “Buck up!” We talked a bit about how hard it is to
make everyone happy and that perhaps I should stop trying. I felt a bit uncomfortable
because I knew he had more things to say and I did too. As I thought about this later I
realized how upset the conversation made me. He can be so inflexible sometimes and has
a difficult time putting himself in other people’s shoes. I love his level of commitment
but, where is the empathy?
Elizabeth was disappointed too, so I decided to keep the meeting and reminded
Jennie that these meetings were optional and that she could take a day off. Later, Dillon
couldn’t understand why they were optional—we didn’t go farther.

Once again, as the principal, I have to balance the various needs of the different
teachers. For some, I need to continue the dialogue sessions, even though parent/teacher
conference time is upon us, and some are feeling stressed. For others, I feel the need to
continue the sessions in order to support their efforts to go further and to dig deeper. I
acknowledge Dillon and Elizabeth and their desire to make sure the meeting goes on as
anticipated, but I also provide Jennie the opportunity to take a break from it by reminding
her that these meetings are optional.
Of additional interest here is another indicator of some evolving tension. This
time it’s embodied in the exchange between Dillon and I as we discuss the possibility of a
change in our session schedule. It is also something on which I reflect, when I remark
about his tendency to be a bit inflexible and need for more empathy for others. This
again embodies that balance to which I am referring. I acknowledge and recognize
Dillon for his level of commitment to the group, but I also believe that there are some
behaviors that are troublesome to the group. Here too, I do not embrace the tension, as I
remark, “we didn’t go further.” This tension will be explored in greater depth in the
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coming chapters. More importantly, the above data continues to add insight into a
complete understanding of the nature of my role as principal, and again suggests that my
voice may be tempered by a number of participants. It is apparent to me that I am trying
to encourage people to move forward with this new teaching methodology, while at the
same time, I am trying to balance the need for everyone to relate well to one another.
This evolution of voice will also continue to be explored in coming chapters.

Conclusion
I began this section outlining four questions that would guide this inquiry toward
a more complete understanding of this evolving PSC. By using three of Westheimer’s
characteristic features (1998) for distinguishing teacher communities to orient this
inquiry, as well as Bailey’s voice framework (1993) as a means for micro analysis, I have
made a number of suggestions that attempt to uncover the nature of this school
community. Using the three October dialogue sessions as the context for this inquiry and
analysis, the following conclusions can be deduced:
1. Among the participants, there are three levels of participation signifying the
frequency with which members of this speech community spoke.
2. Both the frequency with which these participants spoke, as well as nature of their
participation suggests certain voices were valued, while others were not.
3. The nature of the discourse was very technical, very much focused toward the
elements of the new literacy initiative the school was implementing, including the
mentoring program.
4. Though some expressed a preference for teaching as a collaborative endeavor,
both the situational co-memberships being established and the unequal
positioning of various participants, suggests the contrary.
5. Tension among the participants is evident in these early dialogue sessions, and
among relationships outside the sessions. It is neither named, nor confronted by
any members of the group in the context of these dialogue sessions.
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Though microanalysis data was presented for only the October 9th session, data
from the other two October dialogue sessions support similar findings. Despite the
intended nature of these sessions, that they would provide an opportunity for everyone to
share their own ideas about literacy teaching and learning, that did not happen. Grant
(1996) characterizes dialogue the following way:
Unlike debate, a dialogue is a conversation in which different opinions are
critically evaluated, distinctions are made, and argument and evidence are put
forward with a view to reaching agreement on whatever comes to light as most
reasonable—and with the expectation that something new and better will come to
light...(fromNorlander-Case, Reagan, and Case, 1999, p. 81).
Reflecting on these dialogue sessions, it is apparent to me that these three October
sessions did not present an opportunity for all members to express their opinion. The fact
that there were significant differences in people’s opportunities to both take the floor and
hold onto the floor for an extended time, suggests the nature of these meetings as more
autonomous opportunities for some people to platform their own literacy teaching
ideologies than to collectively and collaboratively build common understandings around
curriculum and teaching methodologies. Much of the time spent at these meetings was
dedicated to discussions about specific literacy teaching methodologies associated with
one outside teaching model, and the associated mentoring program at the school.
Virtually no other topics for discussions were ever addressed in a significant manner.
Evidence presented in this chapter suggests that these were neither opportunity for people
to discuss the merits of the program, nor to present alternative teaching ideologies for
everyone to discuss. Those methods associated with this program proved to be the
warrants for speaking and the valued knowledge that was privileged within this particular
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community. Therefore, those who did not know enough about literacy practices nor
those who wished not to speak about literacy learning had very little to say.
As principal, I supported the model and through my self-appointed role of
facilitator, I exhibited significant control over the nature of these meetings. Though
collaborative to some extent, I certainly controlled the available topics for discussions,
supporting those who approached the model with enthusiasm and vigor, and wary of
those who were quiet or expressed any form of varying ideology. In addition, I
contributed to the positioning of Dillon into the role of literacy expert, further fortified by
nearly all the participants in this study.
It is also quite clear that both Elizabeth and Dillon have begun a co-membership
that is centered around this teaching ideology, evidenced by significant opportunities to
take and hold onto the floor, extensive platform statements by both of them, and patterns
of talk that suggest they often spoke in tandem. As a result of their co-membership, there
is some indication that their grade level partners, Alice and Phoebe, are being
minimalized. Alice’s few turns of talk, as well as Phoebe’s differing view of the
mentoring process are early signs that Dillon and Alice and Elizabeth and Phoebe possess
different notions about the teaching and learning process. It is also evident, by statements
they have made at these sessions, that Elizabeth and Dillon view the collaborative work
at the school as an opportunity to develop shared understandings about this particular
ideology, so that participants share a common vocabulary. Repeatedly they characterize
the nature of their work as centered toward this goal.
Another occurrence worth noting is Jenny’s differing views about the nature of
literacy teaching, and the evolving co-membership she and Samuel are forming. This
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partnership seems to be based on their common views that novels should be used as an
instructional tool for older readers in the “Upper” grades at the school. This is met with
significant opposition from Dillon, Elizabeth, and to some extent me, as well, and is
another early sign that tension in this community is on the rise.
As the participants begin the November dialogue sessions, changes begin to
occur, not only in the level of dissatisfaction, but also in the level of participation of
several participants. Through ongoing analysis of the November 6th dialogue session,
coupled with several interviews and additional notes of my own, varying perspectives are
recognized as participants discuss alternative means for taking the floor and being heard.
Bailey (1993) states, “The nature of collaboration needs to be negotiable” (p. 417). In the
next session, the negotiation between participants begins in earnest, with a series of very
interesting transitions taking place and a number of metaphoric conceptualizations of
community being expressed.
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CHAPTER 7
CHANGES IN VOICE: THE BIG PICTURE
Introduction
A transcript analysis of the November 6th dialogue session serves as the anchor
for this chapter, recognizing this session as a key event in the life of this particular
community (Spradley,1980). Throughout this session people offered varying ideas of the
“big picture” for the school; that is, they offered personal insights about what should
guide the inquiry at the dialogue sessions, and what would drive the school’s general
philosophical foundation. It also becomes an opportunity for people to discuss the merits
of The Learning Network professional development initiative we were implementing. In
addition to the transcript analysis, this chapter also features the employment of other data
including several one-on-one meetings between three participants and me; Dillon, Phoebe
and Jennie that also occurred in November.
As noted in the previous chapter, significant transformations began to occur that
are marked in this data and are presented in this chapter. These transformations include
the following:
1. Frequency of participation on the part of several participants,
2. The nature of the dialogue session as compared to the three October sessions, and
3. Conflict is now named and addressed by a number of participants
Once again I will be relying on Westheimer’s characteristic features of community
(1998) as a means of guiding this analysis. While I will continue to apply the three
characteristic features of Westheimer’s that were addressed in the previous chapter, the
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nature of work, the type of discourse in which teachers are engaged, and the nature of the
talk, especially with regard to how disagreements are voiced, I will also introduce a
fourth characteristic feature of community; the nature of the professional relationships
among participants in this PSC. The final intent of this chapter is to explore how
participants advocated for various types of relationships between and among one another,
with specific attention on the ideals that many of the participants profess.
In addition to Westheimer’s features, I will again use Bailey’s voice framework
(1993) as a means of providing an in depth analysis of voice. In this section, however, I
will apply his “tripartite sequence” in an integrated fashion, rather than a sequential
manner weaving together the turn-taking, speaking and hearing aspects he has identified,
as a means for understanding the voice transitions that take place.
Furthermore, as several of the participants begin to specifically conceptualize the
type of community they believed Norton should become, further insight regarding
participants’ beliefs about the nature of work will also be revealed. Comparing and
contrasting these shared understandings will serve as an additional means for exploring
the situational co-memberships that were described previously in Chapter 5.
According to Egan-Robertson (1994) personhood is described as the ways people
construct identities for one another through everyday interactions, which can be
influenced by certain historical and institutional contexts. She explains that these
identities are not fixed or predetermined, but can change as a result of everyday
occurrences. Exploring the changes in this dialogue session, including role relationships
and social positioning among the participants, this analysis will also feature how
%

personhood changes over time.
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Westheimer’s First Characteristic Feature
Community relations are increasingly defined by rights and responsibilities vs.
Community relations are increasingly defined by caring and interdependence
Previous presentations of Westheimer’s characteristic features (1999) included a
description that distinguished two types of professional community along a “liberalcollective” continuum. As stated earlier, Westheimer created this exploratory continuum
he generally characterized a “liberal community” as one that maintains individualized
goals, with people working autonomously, pursuing different teaching strategies and
practices. He characterized a “collective community” as one where people work more
interdependently and collaboratively, drawn together by a strong social contract.
Westheimer’s first feature characterizes the nature of professional relationships in a
community. Applying the nature of professional relationships along the liberal/collective
continuum it can be seen that professional relationships in a liberal community emphasize
the rights and responsibilities of individuals to colleagues. In this kind of community
people assist one another out of a commitment to “support one another in individual
practice” (p. 130). On the other hand, relationships in collective communities are upheld
by a solid “commitment to the ideals of participation and community,” further
characterized by “affinity, solidarity and caring,” and a “collective commitment to
common values and a community-oriented spirit” (p. 130).
Other educators and researchers have allude to this collective commitment.
Goodlad (1994) for example, calls for schools to be caring and nurturing institutions, not
only for students, but for teachers too. These educative communities are characterized
by a moral connectedness that is manifested in a deep moral respect for self and others
(Norlander-Case, Reagan & Case, 1999, p. 87). According to Boyer (1995) in order to be
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a true community, people must be organized around people, around relationships and
ideas. Central to this notion is the social nature of communities and that teachers
“transcend their self-oriented student preoccupations to become other oriented in
identifying with a culture of teaching” (Goodlad, 1990, p. 288).

•

•

_

^

Orientation To November 6 dialogue session and beginning contributions
This idea that schools are social environments nurtured by a sense of caring and
collective relationships now becomes the focus of attention in this chapter. As October
came to a conclusion it became more clear to me that people were struggling with a
variety of issues. These struggles seemed to be articulated in an entry I made into my
journal in late October.
I happened to come in on Elizabeth and Dillon as they were discussing a taped
guided reading lesson Dillon had done earlier. I decided to stay and watch with
them. Phoebe joined us too. As we were watching, Alice poked her head in the
room to say goodbye. She seemed a bit hurt- (I’m not sure if that is the right
word to use)- Was it that she feels that she and her partner, Dillon don’t see things
the same way? Did she feel excluded? - Perhaps she is feeling like she is not
really excited about this literacy model. I made a mental note to talk to her and
did later this evening when the council meeting was over. She is having a
difficult time making this model of children’s literacy fit her strong
developmental model...

The issues presented here are twofold and will be thoroughly explored in the
analyses that follow. On the one hand I suggest that Alice is feeling left out, and not part
of a team, either with her grade level partner, or with other teachers in the school. On the
otherhand, I now become fully aware that Alice is struggling with the model of literacy
teaching we are implementing at the school. What becomes clear throughout this
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dialogue session on November 6th, as well as interviews with several other participants is
that Alice is not the only person struggling with these issues.

Changes take place
I appear a bit nervous when I begin the November 6th dialogue session.

Unsure

of myself, and not knowing what would transpire in this session, I begin, as in the past,
by outlining the agenda for the meeting.
Excerpt 25 fNovember 6th Dialogue Session)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Philip: What I’d like to talk about is some general school issues, um, with regard
to literacy in all of our curriculum areas. I would like if we could maybe, um
discuss any issues around them—then concerns or thoughts or ideas.
I think what I am getting to is that I’ve had a number of conversations with
different people in the last couple of weeks about the big picture regarding this
school, the direction we’re going, um, curriculum issues, whether literacy was
going to be our whole, would be our entire effort for this year and what it would
mean and some of the issues that maybe come around that. So if we could spend
a few minutes on that. If it would be okay, I would like to put those at the back
and maybe talk first if there are any literacy issues that we want to talk about just
to get them out of the way, and then we’ll go on to some of the interpersonal,
some of the social or other issues. Is that Okay? Can we do it that way? Um.
What did we decide we were going to talk about today?
Phoebe: I think we were going to review the literaturePhilip: Yup, Okay, And talking about questions and— [pause]
Has everyone had a chance to go through the mentoring process at least once?
Dillon: Samuel, you haven’t.
Samuel: No
Philip: When do you plan?
Samuel: Probably next week.
Dillon: Probably, this Thursday. Just because yeah, it's hard to fit. You know,
it's hard to fit. You know it's hard to fit people in if they, you know, So. [pause]
Just for my time frame.
Philip: Okay. So. Do you want to start talking about discussions about the
book or people have thoughts or issues or concerns or?
Dillon: Okay I mean, do you want to, don’t you, do you want to put the people's
feelings about, just what's out there first, or do you want to talk about the book orPhilip: I thought that would be later. But maybe we need to do that first. I
don't know. [A bit impatient] What are, what are you people feeling? I don't
want to monopolize—
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Without a great deal of surety, notice how I state that we will begin with a
discussion of some general school issues with regard to the literacy work we were doing
and then talk about concerns or thoughts or ideas.” At the same time, I am aware there
are concerns that need to be stated, based on the fact that I have had a number of informal
discussions with several teachers prior to this meeting. As I state in this opening turn of
talk, a number of people have had conversations with me about the direction of the
school, the curriculum, the literacy model, and associated issues still remain around this
model. What is interesting is how I attempt to put these concerns at the end of the
meeting with literacy issues still remaining the primary focus of the session.
McCutcheon proposes the following with regard to this somewhat typical phenomenon.
The primary motivation of people under stress, not surprisingly, is to alleviate that
stress and return to normal conditions. In order to do this and to cope with the distraction
of the stress, people under stress tend to rely heavily on experiences that worked well in
the past. Additionally, people under stress tend to narrow their vision and the range of
matters they consider. This helps by preventing information overload (Keinan, 1997;
Smart & Verlinsky, 1977), but this coping strategy can create cognitive
oversimplification, as people tend only to information they judge to have the most
potential for resolving that stress. Further, people under stress tend to be distracted as
they attend to respond quickly to alleviate the stress and return to normal conditions
(Anderson, 1976; Festinger, 1957) (p. 17.)

Notice also the attempts to initiate this literacy conversation, which is done in a
number of ways. First, I suggest that we speak about specific literacy issues, as had been
done in the past; then by posing a general question to the group, asking what had been
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decided upon earlier, and finally by asking whether everyone “had a chance to go through
the mentoring process at least once.” These somewhat haphazard suggestions, along with
my simplification of people s concerns, seem to indicate my attempt to narrow the range
of possibilities in this session. In addition, by putting the concerns to the back of the
agenda I demonstrate my desire to keep things as normal as possible, with only a bit of
change toward the end of the meeting. As a result, it appears like I make some attempt to
model this meeting after the previous three dialogue sessions. Even though Jennie
initially takes up one of my methodological suggestions, she voices more general
concerns almost immediately.
Excerpt 26 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

Jennie: I don’t find the book all that helpful for the upper classes. I mean, as
helpful as some other book, but—
Philip: Okay, What's more helpful for you?
Jennie: I have about 15 books sitting on my kitchen table that I use. So, um, I
guess I'm feeling a little overwhelmed with, ah, feeling that, I think that there is a
lot more focus on um, the literacy learning in the classroom to me meant a lot of
things. And the changes that I made so far in the past from it was more in my
writing. And I don't think I'm even focusing on that this year. So lately thinking
about it, I feel like I'm sort of afloat withYeah, we went to another
workshop this summer and we discussed it on Wednesday's but I don't feel
anchored. It may be that we're out there in so many areas, um, that I'm not really
feeling focused and I guess bringing down to earth anyway is for Samuel and I,
have a lot of other issues on upper grades and we need to order more materials
and it's hard to find time to meet together. Right now we're doing a unit that we
have enough materials for, but I'm looking at further on down the road and there’s
a lot of great things in that closet I guess, but they don't appeal to the upper
grades. So that's why I'm feeling we're off somewhere and I don’t have a good
grounding
Philip: So, you're not feeling connected?
Jennie follows my introduction giving her opinion about the literacy teaching

book the entire group was in the process of reading. She uses this opportunity as she had
in earlier dialogue sessions, to express the differences she has with this new model of
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literacy teaching. She claims that this book isn’t “all that helpful for the “Upper”
classrooms. She leaves this specific issue, however, to speak at length about some of the
frustrations she is having this year, using several times, sailing metaphors to describe her
anxiety. Because “concepts structure what people perceive” (Garmston & Wellman,
1999), Jennie’s language provides some insight to the way she is feeling and perceiving
herself in this context of this speech community. Her descriptions of herself as being
afloat and not anchored metaphorically likens herself and her current situation to a
boat on the open water. She is not really going in any particular direction and is not yet
anchored conceptually with any new understandings. Nor does she feel “grounded” with
any of the new ideas the participants have discussed. Once more, in line 41 Jennie makes
a personal reference to Samuel, using him to push her beliefs that things are different for
the “Upper” grades.
Following these remarks, I attempt to paraphrase her turn of talk with the quick
interjection “You’re not feeling connected.” Interestingly, I am answered not by Jennie,
but by Samuel, who builds on Jennie’s ideas.

Excerpt 27 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

Samuel: Yeah, that's part of it for me, I think. It's part of what Jennie just said
made me think that. For me it's [pause] that I haven't felt like literacy has been
the primary focus for me this year. There was [sic] so many other things to focus
in on that I'm doing parts of it, a lot of parts and taking in as a whole as much as I
see. I think that in terms of the reading aspect of it is, when in the lower grades
that is so much more important to establish that as a base. And the upper grades,
it's kind of building up from that. I'm still feeling like we're continuing- Pardon
me, I’m not sure how to articulate this still but I’m like Jennie. I’m still afloat
with how best to approach literacy aspect for the upper classes. I'm certainly
taking what I can, and going with it, but I think it’s not the guiding force as much
as it seems to be for the primaries and middles. It's probably because I think that
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Excerpt 27 (November 6th Dialogue Session) (Continued)
60
61
62
63
64

students have a good base in literacy and so what we need to do is build upon that
base. Take what we did this summer and build that into an upper curriculum.
I'm, I’m not articulating it very well on part because I haven't been able to
articulate it to myself very well.
Jennie: You know, I think we're all trying to sort it out.
Samuel voices his concerns, making a personal reference to Jennie’s turn of talk,

by also using the sailing metaphor to express his opinions. Like Jennie, Samuel feels
“afloat” with the many new aspects of the literacy model, but has a bit more difficult time
adequately, to his own satisfaction, articulating his particular concerns. However, it
appears that each one of them, in their particular turn of talk, distances him/herself from
the new literacy initiatives by suggesting that younger children’s literacy needs and older
children’s literacy needs are quite different.
There are innumerable intertextual indicators leveled in both Jennie’s and
Samuel’s turn of talk. Not only do they make a personal reference to one another, they
maintain discourse cohesion throughout each of their turns of talk. This is strongly
evidenced by common themes, common concerns, and reciprocated use of the sailing
metaphor, being “afloat.”
I have suggested several times before that Jennie and Samuel are forming a
situational co-membership (Erickson, 1996) based on their shared beliefs, many of which
are stated in the aforementioned turns of talk. Their communicative patterns of talk were
not embodied in exchanges between the two (Zacarian, 1996), but in subsequent turns of
talk they appear very close to one another. More importantly, however, the shared beliefs
between the two make this co-membership a certain occurrence. Jennie further evidences
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this strong contextual identity by concluding both her own turn and Samuel’s previous
turn of talk with her line 64 summation statement, “You know, I think we’re all trying to
sort it out.”

Others voices
Jennie’s line 64, summation statement serves as a signal for others to take a turn
at talk, and is immediately taken up by Phoebe and Alice, who make important
contributions. These contributions, as well as an additional contribution from Samuel,
demonstrate how the topic for this meeting this meeting quickly moved from discussing
the school’s literacy practices, toward people voicing their divergent opinions and
personal concerns.

Excerpt 28 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

Phoebe: I find myself, when I think the literacy pieces are working well and I
can see its application more at this point just sort of where we've gone in our
conversations with the, ah, primaries and the middles. I can gear that this year for
the uppers somewhat. And I guess something that has been going on is I'm
wondering, I know we can't focus on too many things or we'll do nothing well.
But I'm also feeling like it's our first year and, um, I'm wondering about our
meetings on Wednesdays maybe having some part of the time to just check in on
other things. To maintain the focus on literacy but to also have a piece of that
meeting where we can take a step back and look at the big picture or revisit some
of the more broad issues that we brought up this summer in terms of building
community, and that. And just sort of, where are we? Are we developing a
common understanding in other places as well?
Phoebe, herself, signals that she has heard both Samuel and Jennie, when in lines

65-68, she submits her agreement with the two “Upper” teachers that the new “literacy
pieces” are more applicable to the “Primaries” and “Middles.” This is a considerable
“evaluation” statement (Bailey, 1993) because it demonstrates a bit of empathy and
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understanding between participants that really has not existed up to this point, especially
in regard to the new literacy initiatives. It also signifies an attempt by Phoebe to make a
personal connection with Jennie and Samuel. Furthermore, in this turn of talk, Phoebe
tenders a very different concern; one that more strongly speaks to the relationships and
community ideals that had been discussed by all participants the previous summer, and is
the first of such turns. Offering a warrant for speaking in line 72, claiming that she
understands that the group needs to “maintain the focus on literacy,” Phoebe suggests that
the group needs to explore, during some of our dialogue sessions, what she characterizes
as the more “broad issues” of “building community.” Using this phrase “maintain the
focus on literacy” as a warrant for speaking, Phoebe underlines the cultural importance
that literacy teaching has acquired in this community. However, using this as a means for
being heard, she levels the strongest alternative proposal to date. This gives the group a
strong indication that she believes literacy instruction should not be the sole focus for the
entire year. In fact, in line 73 she advocates that we spend some time looking at the “big
picture,” insinuating that we haven’t done this since the summer, and that literacy
instruction is just not doing this. She does not know it at the time, but her suggestion
about the “big picture” will initiate a rather frequent string of ideational references
(Bailey, 1993) that demonstrate the importance of her use of the phrase, as well as the
interpretive variations of that phrase that occurs in a group. This phrase sets into action a
critical event in the young life of this school; an opportunity for people to share with one
another their notion of the big picture. However, before moving to that discussion, it is
critical to ponder Alice’s first of many turns she took during this November dialogue
session; one that is sited in lines 85-108 of Excerpt 29.
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Excerpt 29 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108

Alice: I've been thinking about some of my burning questions that I've had. I
guess one of the things, you know, in terms of what I would like to talk more with
people about is some of the bigger, bigger issues around some of the literacy
details. I feel like the, ah, I don't have the big picture yet very well. Or I don't
know that I have fit my style of teaching into this model and I'm trying to adapt
and it's, it’s very hard to do that without constantly talking through. And also
getting a sense from the staff of what are things you want to give up and what are
things you don't want to give up. Or, you know, the directions, as you experiment
might seem like good directions. So those bigger pictures I think to me are more
important right now than the more specifics that [lawnmower drowning out voice]
And I did get a lot out of the [undistinguishable] time cause I thought I didn’t
understand about what guided reading is. And I have a much better understanding
of it and it’s really helpful. But even sometimes, I don't feel like I even get to
read enough with the kids, yet. So I feel like, you know, to use that in a really
good way in which I would like to do it, but I would love to look at other pieces.
And I think that we're all on a different level of understanding and we're also
having different styles. We also come from different models. The way I have
done reading and writing in the past [pause] I'm not looking to give it up [laugh].
It was very different. So I'm trying to assimilate it. So some of those bigger
picture things for me would be really helpful, especially at the grade levels, for
each grade level to visit some of these issue. So, also, too, I would like to think
about some more school-wide issues than just totally use the meetings for literacy.
Because, for me the meetings have been wonderful, in general
but it seems like we have other things too.
This turn marks the first time Aice makes more than a one-line contribution to

the group during a dialogue session, and the first time the group hears her strong opinions
in the context of these sessions. In fact, this twenty-four-line turn, like Phoebe’s previous
turn, signals that the warrants for speaking are changing. One will remember, as
indicated in the last chapter, participants’ turns of talk were quite limited to discussing
aspects of our evolving literacy initiatives. It seems, however, that other topics for
discussion are gaining currency. While Aice, like Phoebe before her, recognizes that
these meetings have been “wonderful, in general” she also suggests that the group needs
to spend time not only considering the new literacy practices, but also exploring how
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people assimilate and fit” some of the new practices into existing practices that have
worked successfully in their past. In fact, she is insinuating that there are pieces of her
teaching that she wishes not to “give up,” suggesting that perhaps she has felt somewhat
pushed to do so. Alice seems to second what Jennie has been saying since the early
October meeting, with regard to past teaching practices. While Alice admits that there
are new understandings that can be assimilated, she is more direct than Jennie, insisting
that there are pieces of her past that she will not “give up.” These “bigger picture
things,” repeatedly referred to in Excerpt 23, are part of her past and are things that she
wishes to discuss with the group, which indicates that she feels she has something to
offer, as well. Secondly, Alice also suggests that “more school wide issues,” and not just
literacy topic becomes the focus for the dialogue sessions.
In summary, there are several very important conclusions that can be drawn from
Excerpts 25 through 29. They are as follows:
(1) Almost immediately, two voices, Samuel and Alice, who were heard from
very little in the earlier sessions, express at length, serious concerns they have.
(2) Evidence citing an emerging situational co-membership between Samuel and
Jennie is again presented, as evidenced in their use of similar metaphors.
In addition to these two conclusions, several others can also be drawn, as
evidenced in the earlier excerpts in this chapter. Clearly, Dillon’s voice is hardly heard in
this meeting, as evidenced by significantly reduced turns of talk he and others initiated in
the beginning of this session. Secondly, the intertextual hearing that is demonstrated
between Phoebe and Alice sets the stage for some very dramatic intertextual hearing
evidence during this meeting. This is evidenced in the number of times the term “big
picture” was used throughout this session. Even though people used the term repeatedly,
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after Phoebe and Alice initiated the first two occurrences, people had varying notions
regarding its meaning for this school. This phenomenon is explored in the next section.

Discussions of the big picture
After Phoebe and Alice spoke, the term “big picture” was used a total of twentyfour more times in this one dialogue session by them again, and by other participants
including, Jennie, Dillon, Elizabeth and me. This sets up a debate of sorts,
conceptualizing publicly the nature of several conflicting understandings in this speech
event. For many of these participants, the phrase was used multiple times, as each of
them shared their definition of the big picture. I have extracted an excerpt from each of
the six participants’ who used the phrase, “big picture” so as to present evidence of the
existing variation among them in terms of their personal beliefs and even professional
understandings. These excerpts are presented on the next page on Table 11.
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Table 11: Example of references to the term, “big picture” during November 6th dialogue
session
Phoebe
To maintain the focus on literacy but to also have a piece of that
Lines 73-76
meeting where we can take a step back and look at the big picture or
revisit some of the more broad issues that we brought up this summer
in terms of building community. And just sort of, where are we? Are
we developing a common understanding in other places as well?
Jennie
Lines 127-130

And so the reason I don't know what we need to do that, but when I
hear you say the big picture, that concerns me too. Samuel today, we
were saying, “I don't know what that means.” And if all of us don't
know what it means, maybe we need to talk about it...

Alice
Lines 135-138

The other kind of burning issue I have had in the last couple of weeks is
talking around and find out what’s happening with multiage for all of
us. And find out how the Literacy Network, again, that’s kind of the
big picture, what that means in terms of the Literacy Network, in terms
of planning for next year.
I'm just listening to all of the different things going on and I think
sometimes that— because I look literacy as not, I look at literacy as the
big picture. I look at literacy as the thing that everything comes off of.
Science and social studies and behavior issues and everything. That's
what literacy is to me. Literacy is not just reading and writing.
I think that after the first Institute the big picture that I came away
with, and I don't know if it was stated as that during the time, was
simply asking yourself, “Why am I doing what I’m doing?” and
constantly critiquing yourself. And that was stated many times, that I
heard it stated many times. And I took that back with me and did that
not in literacy but throughout my school day.
Yeah, and I think that's part of the negotiation process as we go through
this year is to figure out what doesn't mix or what maybe needs to get
canned or what needs to be brought up and discussed. And I think that
is what you're talking about when you talk about the big picture. How
does it all fit in to us in a general sense, in a more global sense?

Dillon
Lines 172-175

Elizabeth
Lines 218-222

Philip
389-393

The varying notions of the big picture, as noted in the above Table, lay out the
differences in people’s understandings. One major concern appears to be whether the
nature of our dialogue up to now, really contributed toward creating the big picture for
the teaching that we all do at the school.
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Individual Participants’ Conceptualization of the Big Picture
For Phoebe, the big picture is obtained when we spend some time talking about
the group as a community. For Jennie, she’s not quite sure what the big picture is, and
acknowledges that perhaps we all have a different understandings of what the big picture
really means, and that we need to approach it as a group. For Alice, the big picture is
obtained when we gain a better understanding of the new by integrating it with what we
have learned and accepted in the past. For Dillon, literacy instruction is the big picture
and encompasses all other instructional areas. For Elizabeth, she is able to get a better
understanding of the big picture when she is engaged in ongoing critical reflection,
asking herself the question she heard presented at the summer Institute, “Why am I doing,
what I’m doing?” Even though Samuel, Georgina and Zansk don’t use the term “big
picture”, they too make meaningful contributions, which can be seen as ideational
references (Bailey, 1993) being spoken at various times during the meeting. While Zansk
offers suggestions as to how we should spend our dialogue session time, Georgina and
Samuel appear to remain neutral in this discussion. Like many of the others, Zansk would
like our sessions to expand beyond the kinds of literacy discussions we’ve had up to now,
as she recommends that we spend some time throwing around some ideas about how we
should use the “center space” in the school.
Georgina, however, doesn’t directly seem to weigh in on this issue, although she
does recognize to the entire group the benefits she receives by being in everyone’s class.
Interestingly, she also cites the book we were all reading, the book mentioned at the
beginning of the session. Samuel too seems to remains neutral, although he recommends
that we move more slowly, considering that everyone is in a “different spot with regard
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to some of the new literacy practices. He suggests that he’s going at a “different rate”
from others, and that he needs to muddle through it and question it in his “own way ”
In my own reference to the “big picture” I bring up the word “negotiating,”
demonstrating that I acknowledge that there is existing conflict. It is also apparent that I
attempt to accept the conflict and define the negotiating process, as well. This is done by
advocating that we continue to move forward with our literacy discussions while we also
reflect on it as a piece of the “big picture,” considering how it “fits into” the “global”
school issues. Once again, I work towards maintaining the coexistence of alternative
ideas, a notion I first presented in the last chapter. While it is clear that I support the new
literacy issues, it is also important to note that I am recognizing Alice and Phoebe by
acknowledging that we should look closely and discuss those practices, which “fit in” to
our school.
The above data suggests that talk about the big picture in this session and talk
about the literacy initiatives are very much connected. Some see it as part of the big
picture, while others see it as the entire big picture. It is clear that as this meeting
progresses no two people are clearer about their support of our literacy work than Dillon
and Elizabeth. Elizabeth remains comparatively quiet at the early stages of this meeting
until I offer her the floor, which occurs after most everyone else had at least one turn of
talk. It is then that she emphatically states her beliefs, which leaves no questions
regarding what she values.
Excerpt 30 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
150
151
152
153

Philip: Elizabeth, do you have anything?
Elizabeth: I think everybody knows how I feel and I made myself very clear that
I think the literacy model works and I think that in order to do something you've
got to just try to do it. You can talk about it forever, and I loved our summer
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155
156
157
158

meetings, but there is only so much time you can talk about general issues and
then you've got to try and do something and then come back and talk about it. I
think it works in low grades, I think it works in the upper grades. I think it works
for me as a person. So I think I've made that pretty clear all along. And I think it
is a good focus, a good program. I'm very happy.

In this excerpt, Elizabeth s talk signals two different intertextual hearings with
two different participants. To begin with, Elizabeth references the summer meetings.
However, her opinions of these summer meetings draw distinctions, once again, between
her and her “Middles” partner, Phoebe. One may recall that, earlier in this session,
Phoebe stated that the group should revisit some of the community issues that had been
discussed together in our meetings over the summer. Elizabeth responds to this
suggestion acknowledging her positive opinion of the summer meetings, but also stating,
“There is only so much time you can talk about general issues.” Her notion of important
talk is found in the context of real work, after one has tried something, “.. .you've got to
try and do something and then come back and talk about it.”
In lines 156-157, Elizabeth references a previous turn of talk made by Jennie, and
another turn also made by Phoebe, regarding their earlier suggestions that the literacy
practices the group had been initiating may not be suitable for older elementary children.
“I think it works in low grades. I think it works in the upper grades. I think it works for
me as a person.”
I believe that that these strongly stated intertextual hearings serve further as a
means for separating Elizabeth from both Phoebe, her “Middles” partner, and Jennie, as
well. On the contrary, her offerings also serve further as a means of positioning Dillon
and her along similar ideological lines. A similar dual separation phenomenon seems to
be simultaneously happening between Dillon and his “Primary” partner, Alice, and is
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evidenced in the excerpt that follows. This excerpt illustrates Dillon attempts to explain
why our literacy discussions really are the big picture.
Excerpt 31 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211

Dillon: When I think of science, I notice I witnessed a really kind of neat guided
reading in science and, um, so I have a hard time kind of seeing that you want to
talk about other issues because, I mean I understand that we need to talk about
other issues but like I said I see it all kind of connected to literacy. So I guess I'm
not really sure how to respond to it [long pause] but I don’t know if I even make
sense.
Alice: I don't think that's very different, though. I mean I get the big picture too,
and I think I don't have any doubts and- it's that the routines and the things that
we were given this summer doesn't begin to cover my big picture. So I'm trying
to translate it.
Dillon: I'm not really following that. Could you make that a little bit clearer for
me, because I'm not really following that.
Alice: So if for instance I want to do theme work or block work. I'm trying to
figure how I have time, and those are the big pictures I want to look at because
it’s all related.
Dillon: Okay, because see, those to me, when I think about it, and let me throw
this off of you, I don't think of that as the big picture. I think that those are really
small things. You know, theme work or block work or whatever.
Alice: Okay, but that's what we need to talk about as a staff, because if we have
these two pictures in our minds, and we say, “Are we going this way, this way?”
That's where I get frustrated because I want, you know there are certain things
that I want to do this year and I'm not sure how to do them. And I don't have any
question, I think that the routines are really routines that I like. I'm just trying to
fit them into my program. And I do see literacy as the big picture. But if you're
going to say science is part of that, how are we going to use science as a part of
that?

Differences between the two primary partners become public here in this meeting,
with Dillon’s intertextual signal to Alice’s earlier statement. The fact that Dillon insists
that we really don’t need to speak about “other issues,” because it’s all connected to
literacy, signals the disequilibria between Alice and him. In fact their differences become
even more clearly articulated later in the excerpt when Alice explains her interest in
exploring how block work and theme work can become integrated in her program with
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some of these other new practical literacy initiatives. In lines 202 and 203, Dillon not
only states his opinion, but he flatly rejects her ideas when he claims the following: “I
think that those are really small things. You know, theme work or block work or
whatever.” Alice’s immediate retort, in lines 204-211 is monumental, as she drives home
a point that I believe she has been trying to make from the onset; there are differences
between the teachers, but as a staff everyone need to come together to talk about these
differences, so as to better understand them.
In his Naturalistic Model of curriculum development, Walker (1971) refers to
what Alice is recommending as the “deliberation phase.” In this model, Walker refers to
Schwab’s (1963) characterization of deliberation as the time when alternatives are
weighed, when the costs and consequences of the alternatives are carefully considered,
and when the “best” alternative, not necessarily the “right” alternative is chosen. Alice’s
conviction that we can successfully implement new ideas while holding on to meaningful
practices also speaks to what researchers refer to as “a process of disequilibration of prior
ideas and the reconstruction of more powerful ones” (Nelson & Hammerman, 1996, p. 5).
She describes this process as trying to “fit” the new routines into her existing “program,”
but states that she is not quite sure how to do this. So while she and Dillon agree that the
new ideas are meaningful to the teaching and learning process, (“I think that the routines
are really routines that I like.”) they have substantially different existing professional
platforms, which she believes necessitates discussion and deliberation.
I met with Alice one evening after a school council meeting so that we could talk
about these differences. Though the session was not audio recorded, I made the
following notes, which I believe sum up her concerns.
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She [Alice] is having a difficult time making this model of children’s literacy fit
her strong developmental model. She cannot find the time for children to publish
daily. She has a tough time understanding the kindergarten piece. She is so much
more play oriented.
The point that I would like to make here is not directed toward their desperate
beliefs, or models of teaching and learning. It is however that there appears to be a
difference in how each of them perceives the process by which teachers acquire new
understandings. This is a bit confusing, as on the surface it appears that they both hold
similar beliefs about the social nature of teacher learning. (Remember, Dillon advocated
that the teachers come together in order to develop common understandings.) While it
appears that Alice’s outlook is that differences are mediated through ongoing dialogue
with those who have different opinions, Dillon has not acknowledged how differences are
approached. In fact, it appears that his notion of common understandings is more
prescriptive than dynamic. In other words, he believes that common understandings are
important, but that there are certain understandings and practices that people should
possess, that in fact are more automatically and universally accepted, and not necessarily
negotiated.
These varying aspects, with regard to the social nature of teachers’ work, are
somewhat related to the interpersonal aspects of professional community that I referred to
at this chapter’s onset, and that Westheimer (1998) conceptualizes in his first
characteristic feature of professional community. Dillon’s belief about achieving
common technical teaching understandings pushes the practical and independent side of
teacher relationships. Though teachers share common beliefs, these beliefs are static and
somewhat alienating because of their stagnancy. If you believe them, you have a
*

connection, if you don’t believe them that bond does not exist. This social bond is based
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on the beliefs and not on the relationships. Alice, on the other hand, pushes a more
collective ideology, characterized by people coming together face to face to discuss
differences with a merging of identities based on joint work and joint ideas. The social
bond that she describes at this meeting is more interdependent in nature, what Bellah
(1985) describes as a “community of interest;” interest in the work and interest in one
another. As Dewey (1958) envisioned, being a member of such a community meant that
one felt a part of that community, with each member’s interpersonal needs being met by
the group. He believed that the quality of this group work impacted the very nature of the
group.
Toward the middle of this meeting, both Dillon and Elizabeth speak repeatedly to
Alice’s concern with a string of somewhat lengthy turns of talk, one right after another.
Each of them are advocating a similar course of action for Alice, making a strong push
for her to focus on reading while trying the new practices that we had been learning. This
can be seen in the excerpt below.
Excerpt 32 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
247
248
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262

Dillon: And I think the important thing that I'm hearing out of that is the fact that
when you talk about how to fit it all in, and I think the thing I just pulled from 249
Elizabeth is the fact that you can't just put one more thing on to what you're
doing. You have to incorporate it into something. Like for instance, okay I can't
think about reading and work on that and have room for everything else so why
not incorporate my science or my social studies into my reading thing or into my
writing thing. And she's really trying to fit it to make it work by trying to rearrange some her things that she's doing, I guess.
Elizabeth: Which becomes much more individualized or smaller group, which
also supports multi-age so that's how these common themes seemed to rather than,
I don't feel like they're crowding on top of me, I don't feel like they're crushing
me. I feel like they're falling into place together side by side. So know I have a
way to pull it, to identify children's needs— oh, that supports multi-age concept.
Oh, that also works for science, doesn't it? And sure we can all talk together and
about social studies and then different children can do different things about that.
Oh, I have a selection of books or some may want to read this and they want to do
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that. So when you talk about talking about the big picture things out there, I also
feel— I was talking to Phil the other afternoon and I was saying one of the things
for me in teaching is the marriage of theory and practice. And if you just have a
theory, you can talk forever about a theory. But unless you try it and do
something, it s not going to make any sense. And it's always been so interesting
to move, to go back and forth between those and to look at the theory again. But
to me you've got to try something. You've got to do it until it doesn't make sense.

It is critical to reemphasize, one more time, the fact that the voices of Dillon and
Elizabeth become even more closely aligned along this literacy ideology. Dillon makes
personal references to Elizabeth, explaining to Alice how Elizabeth has “fit” new
practices into her existing program. Notice that his ideational reference (Bailey, 1993),
using the word, “fit” twice in Excerpt 26, indicates an intertextual connection with an
earlier turn of Alice’s, when she explained that she was trying to make these new literacy
routines fit into her existing routines. In lines 253 and 254 he uses the word fit to explain
how Elizabeth has made changes in her teaching. While he acknowledges that Elizabeth
is “trying to rearrange some of her things that she is doing,” in order to incorporate new
practices, his notion of rearranging perhaps is suggestive of something a bit stronger. I
suggest that based on his earlier statements, he is suggesting that Alice eliminate some of
her existing practices. This final statement in Dillon’s turn of talk signals an opportunity
for Elizabeth’s voice to be heard, as she too offers several recommendations to Alice.
Elizabeth’s immediate response, in line 255, indicates strong discourse cohesion
between she and Dillon, as she explains how she made changes that fit her existing
program. She notes how she has become more individualized in her teaching, and like
Dillon before her, uses a word that shows, she too has made an ideational reference to
Alice’s previous turns. For example, Elizabeth explains how her individualized and
*

small group instruction “supports multi-age.” One may remember that multi-age
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instruction was something that Alice expressed earlier, as an area she felt needed specific
attention from the group. Like Dillon before her, Elizabeth’s turn of talk offers a strong
recommendation to Alice regarding what she believes she should do; less talk and more
efforts to try new practices.

... And if you just have a theory, you can talk forever about

a theory. But unless you try it and do something, it's not going to make any sense...”

Other issues raised
As the meeting progressed multiple points were being made, pushed by various
members of the group.

Sighted in this next section are excerpts from a number of the

participating members who express a number of diverse issues. While each contribution
is quite different, the fact that people are taking the opportunity to speak about their
personal concerns should not be overlooked. These concerns, and several responses to
those concerns, begin to highlight the nature of the tension and conflict that has emerged.
Dillon advocated that the group remained focused on reading and that our dialogue
sessions would serve as a means for us to collaborate around new understandings.

Excerpt 33 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
281
282
283
284
285

Dillon: See, and that's kind of what I see if we're going after reading. That's kind
of what I see happening is the fact that you attack the reading piece, whatever it
is, you try it, we come back on a Wednesday, we talk about that. We go back into
our classroom, you have the chance to dialogue with somebody else about what's
going on there.

Alice continued to express her beliefs that the model of instruction had missing
pieces, and that her notion of the “big picture” included more than literacy teaching and
our work associated with The Learning Network.
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Excerpt 34 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
289 Alice: I guess there is just something, some pieces that are missing for me.

Samuel attempted to rationalize the differences of opinion that were being aired in
these excerpts. He expressed his belief that we all were moving at different rates, and
according to him, that was fine. In fact, he believed that pieces would “fall into place” as
we moved along.
Excerpt 35 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
290
291
292
293
294
295
296

Samuel: Part of it for me—It strikes me that we're all kind of saying the same
thing but we've progressed at different rates than some people. Like for me it
feels like this is the first time I've ever gone through this. It seems like some
people have gone through The Learning Network before kind of had these ideas
float around with. I feel like I'm muddling through it and questioning it in my
own way right now, but pieces will fall into place. I'm just going at a different
rate. We're all kind of in different spots.

I too tried to rationalize the differences of opinion being expressed, as I spoke
about how I felt we were in the “negotiating stage,” moving beyond the tranquility of our
summer meetings into the reality that we were all “different people with different
beliefs.” In addition to my justification, in lines 351-356,1 also attempted to defend my
decision to begin our work with The Learning Network, explaining that while “jumping”
into the second year of implementation during the school’s first year may have been a
mistake, it was a “vehicle,” or opportunity for the school to be engaged in meaningful
professional development this first year.
Excerpt 36 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
340:
341
342

Philip: I don't want to trivialize any of your thoughts, but I think that what we
are experiencing a lot of what I would expect to because right now we re sort of in
that environment. If you take a look at the summertime and how wonderful that
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seemed to all of us, certainly that seemed that way to me, we were sort of walking
on thin air the whole time. It just seemed so wonderful, at least to me it did.
Everything was so together; we were all aligned. And now we're finding that
we're not and that we're very different people with very different ideas. And we're
negotiating and trying to make ourselves fit in to a larger environment. So I think
that some of this uncomfortableness is really natural because there are lots of
issues that we need to deal with and I don't want to push any of them aside. There
are a lot of things brought out and I want to just see if I can talk about a few of
them. The first is the understanding of the Literacy [Learning] Network and why
we're here. I look at it as a vehicle to help us with getting started because we're
brand new. And I was really interested in having us jump into the second year,
and whether this was right or wrong, I don't know, but I was interested in jumping
into the second year because I felt that we needed that vehicle to get us off and
going. And maybe that was a mistake.

Jennie, once again, tried to weigh in her thoughts, making several attempts to
drive home two points, with regard to my decision to implement “year two” of The
Learning Network model in our first year of operation. Her first point was that perhaps
we were rushing our training using this model, and her second point was that a school
staff would normally have input into the decisions that are made with regard to how the
model is implemented.
Excerpt 37 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
362
363
364
365
366

Jennie: So a lot of times in a school the other teachers see what's happening
for a year, is that right?
Philip: I think that's exactly what it is.
Jennie: Part of that is that there must be a staff that also spends time talking
about it. And it's not just one person doing it.

Excerpts 33 through 37 provide a glimpse of the multiple viewpoints that existed
in this scene. What is important to consider is the notion that several new voices are now
mixed in with those who, in the past, had no difficulty speaking. As a result, a number of
diverse points are being raised. While Dillon is once again, advocating for the group to
remain focused on literacy issues, Alice and Jennie strongly disagree. While Samuel
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attempts to explain the differences in people’s approaches to new learning, I also
acknowledge these differences claiming that they are normal.
A critical moment occurred, once more, when Phoebe brought the discussion back
to concerns she expressed earlier in the meeting, documented in Excerpt 28. She
acknowledged that the work in reading was important and meaningful, but she also stated
that we also had to spend time on other things. While Phoebe had earlier presented her
notion of the “big picture,” an idea that many people visited during their turns of talk that
followed, she revisited that analogy, once again, using similar language that a
photographer might use.
Excerpt 38 (November 6 Dialogue Session)
451
452
453
454
455
456

Phoebe: I feel that it is clear that we are reading and I think it's a good idea to
have a tight focus like reading. But I feel like it has to be balanced with some
time to kind of— you know, sort of look at the macro place, the zoom-in lens.
And that we've got to pull back sometimes, put on the wide angles and say, “How
is everything else going?” “How are we as a group?” “How are all of these
pieces?”
Phoebe’s metaphoric use in Excerpt 38, that we occasionally remove the “zoom-

in lens” and put on the “wide angles,” once again suggests that there are other aspects of
our work together, that the group needs to explore. One of her suggested topics
represented in her “big picture” analogy is to discuss “how are we as a group.”

Beliefs about the nature of professional communities
After Phoebe concludes, both Elizabeth and I make several contributions, referring, to
Phoebe’s turn of talk. Each of us takes up this photography analogy. However, these
excerpts illustrate very different beliefs. While I state my agreement with Phoebe, that
we have to take a look at how we are operating as a group, Elizabeth acknowledges the
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value of Phoebe’s comments, but cautions that staying on the wide angle too long can get
us “lost.”
Excerpt 39 (November 6 Dialogue Session)
461
462
463
464
465
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473

Philip: That's right, but I think your visualization of a wide angle and a focus is
probably maybe what we have to use. Is that sometimes we do have just to give
ourselves the opportunity to do a wide angle and to say how are we as a group.
Are we feeling okay? Are we moving okay? And—
Elizabeth: But a lot of how we're feeling has to do with how we’re approaching
reading and writing. What I always dread is staying at the wide angle too long
because I think we just kind of get lost there. And I think of it in a different way,
and I think it's a very descriptive picture that Phoebe has given us, but just to kind
of just going back and forth. You know, you talk about a problem and you go up
and you look at the concept behind it and how we think about it. And then we go
back to something else. And that's what I meant by the marriage of theory and
practice. You're always going back and forth between those two. I just dread
endless discussions about generalities.

As the discussion continues further, differences are articulated. It is in the
following turn of talk, that I go a bit further to explain how I believe community is
created.
Excerpt 40 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
475
476
477
478

Philip: What I think Phoebe is talking about though, Elizabeth, and tell me if I'm
wrong, is that we as a building and a people need to talk about affective issues, as
well, or some personal issues. And I don't even see them as related to the reading
practice; but I think you're saying about how we're operating as people, Phoebe,
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as a community.

When Elizabeth’s responds, which happens after both Phoebe and I speak once
more, she shares her own views about how community is created.
Excerpt 41 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
498
499

Elizabeth: It's my Midwest populist tradition coming out where work is at the
central piece of everything we do. And that everything comes out of that

500

working. And that's where I'm speaking from.
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Merz and Furman (1997) contend that in an effort to describe community, school
personnel often use a variety of definitions that focus on varied attributes of community.
Sometimes community can refer to a group of people with shared values, while other
times it refers to the existing quality of a particular school; particularly relationships.
Many people use it to describe the conditions outside of school, particularly a
neighborhood or political world. While neither Elizabeth nor I specifically describe
community in our aforementioned excerpts, we do shed some light on how we believe
community is created, giving for the first time a glimpse at our existing
conceptualizations.
Certainly, I present community as relationships in the above excerpt, and that
community is created between groups of people through the building of these
relationships. My contention that relationships are created in part through talk, and an
interpersonal connection is achieved through ongoing communication, is presented here.
At the same time, however, Elizabeth asserts that community is not created between
groups of people as they discuss interpersonal issues, but that it is formed around
common beliefs and a common work commitment. Whereas I seem to describe
community as enhanced by shared dialogue, Elizabeth pushes the notion that community
is enhanced through shared work.
Phoebe’s earlier reference to community at the beginning of this meeting and then
Elizabeth’s and my references to community in the above excerpts, signals others to offer
their contributions in an effort to share their beliefs. Other aspects of community
continue to emerge as the meeting progresses, many of which touch on relationships
%

among people in school. For instance, after Jennie related an experience she had with
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Dillon, regarding miscommunication, Jennie speaks to the importance of developing
good communication skills, signifying that we are careful not to spread
misunderstandings among one another and that we be direct with one another, so as not to
be divided. Her input about group divisions suggests that she sees community as a unit
held together by some kind of common bond. In addition, she suggests that our school be
a safe place to ask questions when we do not understand. Here she hints that a sense of
community is created when people feel safe with one another.
Excerpt 42 (November 6 Dialogue Session)
532
533
534
535
536

Jennie: We want to make sure that when we have conversation and they get to
someone else, it's not like, “psst, psst.” It's more like, we need to get together
with so and so, and it's not anything that divides us. We're all at different levels
on everything. And we all need to remember that. But how we move this thing
forward is by asking questions...

Following Jennie, Alice makes several contributions that also provide a glimpse of her
beliefs about the how community is created.
Excerpt 43 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
540
541
542
543
544

Alice: I guess the other thing that strikes me after listening to people here is that
we’ve had [pause] not a very long time for all of us to get to know where each of
us comes from as teachers.
Samuel: As adults
Alice: Well, yes as adults...
Furthermore, she too relates of a miscommunication incident noting how she and

Dillon had a discussion where they thought they were talking about the same poem. She
explained, however, that they discovered that they were speaking to one another about
two entirely different poems. This incident caused her to reflect on the following, which
she related to the group. Note how she maintains intertextuality with Phoebe by building
upon her photography metaphor mentioned earlier.
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Excerpt 44 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
548
549
550

Alice: ... You know, the pictures are not always the same in our heads, so we
need a lot of time to know what it is that each of us knows and cares most about,
to get insight into what others’ impressions are.

At the conclusion of Alice’s turn, I self-selected my own turn asking people to
share their thoughts about the “literacy model”, and whether we were “convinced” that it
is something that we all wanted to do. Once more, Phoebe was the first contributor, but
this time she not only reiterated some of her previous points, she also summarized
concerns raised by several other participants.

Excerpt 45 (November 6 Dialogue Session)
559
560
561
562
563
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Phoebe: I feel like philosophically the literacy model really fits the conversations
that we had this summer. And the reading that I'm doing, that the match is there.
I just think that we are at different levels of understanding about it. And that
needs feel okay to be at different levels of understanding and question it because
if you are just starting with something and you’re kind of going, “Wait a minute,
my other practice worked.” Or whatever the question, that it's okay to question.
And so Philip, I don't really have an issue with the literacy network, I feel okay
about that. I just think that what I'm feeling the need for is some kind of
opportunity and not 50-50 balance but an opportunity for a staff meeting once a
month or part of the staff meeting on some regular basis to be opened up to those
of us who really want to broaden their topic. But I'm enjoying what is happening
for me and for my teaching of reading. So I'm now seeing benefits and I know it's
working in my room, but I agree. I also feel the need for that wide angle.

Though she endorsed what we were doing, Phoebe included Jennie’s point that
we all need to feel safe to raise questions about the model of teaching about which we
were learning. She expressed Alice’s point that we have other practices that worked and
may need to discuss this. She also included Samuel’s point that we have different levels
of understanding, and therefore we move at different rates. Finally, she reiterated her

220
i

own point that we take the “wide angle,” not “50-50,” and “broaden” our dialogue
session topics.

Samuel immediately followed her with this:

Excerpt 46 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
572

Samuel: I agree. I like the way Phoebe said it...

Others too seemed to voice what Phoebe said, although Zansk related the
difficulty she felt “understanding exactly what it is at the preschool level,” and that “there
shouldn’t be the expectation that we all will be able to do this whole.” By this she meant
that perhaps there were aspects of the model that we, at our school, would not put into
practice, thus suggesting that she agreed with Alice’s earlier statement; that there were
certain practices that did not “fit” us as individual teachers or as a school.
I too agreed with Phoebe and stated the following:
Excerpt 47 (November 6th Dialogue Session)
583
584
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584

Philip: I think that Phoebe has said it really well that we all have to feel like it's
okay to be at wherever we are. And without sending any mixed message at all, I
just want to say that the only thing that I think we as teachers need to understand,
is that we just continue to learn. It doesn't mean in any one direction, it just
means that we keep moving forward, and that it's okay where we are. And as
children are lifelong learners, we've got to continue to move, too. And I know
and respect all of you as professionals so I think we’ll continue to be in the right
place. And I think we've established the supports necessary to allow us to do that.
But I think we need the opportunity to back up and say: Whoa, I'm uncomfortable
with this right now, and I need to talk about it, and I need to figure it out, and I
need to have help. And every one of us is like that. Everyone has a personal
connection and we can help one another.

This text contained in the previous excerpt is one of several strongly stated
contributions that I make toward the end of the meeting whereby I state, in very direct
terms, the type of relationships that I feel we should maintain at the school, and that I
contend will make us a stronger community. In each case, as in this excerpt, I follow
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directly, another member s contribution, maintaining significant udiscourse cohesion”
and “meaning negotiation” (Bailey, 1993) with each. Using their previous contributions
as warrants for speaking, I step out of my role as facilitator, and into my more
authoritative position as principal to support their specific recommendations with regard
to personal relationships at the school. Subsequent to Alice and Jennie, I build on their
preceding turns of talk, agreeing that we must “start trusting one another.” I also push
their point that we all need to feel comfortable with one another, so as to have
conversations with one another and have the ability to ask one another challenging
questions.

Voice, personhood, and professional relationships
The following episode, documented in Excerpt 48, turns out to be quite a notable
exchange between several of the participants for a number of reasons. First of all, it
further explains the notion of my personhood during these sessions. It demonstrates how
I use others’ voices to position me as principal, and how others use my voice to position
them, as well. This excerpt also clarifies, to a lesser extent, participants’ thoughts
regarding personal relationships in a PSC; thoughts which are causing some
misunderstanding and tension in the group.
Excerpt 48 (November 6th Dialogue Session)

Phoebe: ... And I guess I feel like we've got such a great opportunity here to have
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an active community of adults where we don't, and I'm not saying this because I'm
saying it's happening, but I guess it's a wish that we check ourselves. If we see
ourselves going in a direction of becoming the whispered conversations in
classrooms that I know I came out of there, I would suspect others may have
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experienced in other situations, and—
Philip: All of us did.
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Phoebe: maybe that's unavoidable in any adult work situation, I don't know. But
it would be wonderful to think that we could dare to just be direct with each other
and we know that's not always comfortable. I know it's really hard for me toPhilip: It's not always comfortable, but I insist on it. I really do. There is
something that I hate and I have hated as long as I have been a teacher, and that is
that piece. That you have those little classroom conversations and you form the
little cliques and you form the little support groups, but I don't think we need to
have the little support groups, I think we need to have, and rely on one another, as
a big support group. And I think that’s a must. It has to happen. And we
have to have the opportunity that it will happen.
Elizabeth: I see this very differently. Because I see little classroom
conversations as being joyful meetings of a couple of teachers who love to have
somebody else come in and join in, or move somewhere else—
Philip: That's something very different. [Many voices agreeing]
Elizabeth: That's what I see happening. I haven't seen whispered—
Philip: I don't think she's saying that—
Elizabeth Oh, okay.
Jennie: That’s what she said. “I’m not saying it happened. Let’s avoid it.”
Elizabeth: But I haven't seen that even in the beginning. If I see Phil and
Jennie in her room, I walk right in and join in the conversation, pick up where
they are. You know, Dillon and I talk somewhere. GeorginaPhilip: I simply am just saying that we want to make sure that that continues.
Elizabeth: You know, I didn't even think of the possibility until you said it, to be
quite honest, because I saw it as being a very open and joyful grouping and
regrouping.
Philip: I have to tell you that I have felt it. Whether or not- I'm going to put it
out on the table. But I have felt it, that all of a sudden we're not together. ThatPhoebe: Well, to be honest, I felt it, too. And I think that some of what came at
this meeting- I didn't feel safe questioning the literacy network because I felt
somehow I might be, and I wish Dillon was still here because it's not questioning
him and what he's doing, which is really having a positive impact, but questioning
where we're all at with it, and feeling okay about that. And just maybe others
have felt it, but I can't speak for them. But I have felt that there is a lack of, I
don’t know, it’s hard for me to put it accurately in words.
Jennie: You know we felt a lot of it, and this is some of the conversation we
have been having, it is hard to articulate it, is the certain nebulous feeling out
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there of a little bit of unease...

There are several ideas that should be addressed at this time that drive the analysis
of Excerpt 48: (1) the frequency of my “authoritative” or “principal” voice, and the way I
have used that voice to raise the currency of certain ideas. (This sheds considerable light
*

in further demonstrating the voice co-construction process in this particular community.)
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(2) the nature of the intertextual links in defining social and institutional positioning and
personhood in this setting, and (3) the dichotomy of beliefs, with regard to the nature of
the professional relationships being presented, which are subsequently supported by
additional data sources. I move to the nature of my voice and my voice construction
process first.
As suggested earlier, the nature of my voice is surely not that of a neutral
facilitator in these dialogue sessions. Perhaps there are times when I do take on the role
of facilitator during these sessions, but undoubtedly, that role is breeched throughout
these sessions, particularly, this November 6

session. Not only do I express my opinion

at these meetings, but I also exert considerable authority and influence with regard to the
value of what is being said and therefore, who is contributing, as well. Notice how, in
Excerpt 48, lines 655 through 661,1 unambiguously state what I believe should happen
throughout school and what should not happen, as well. While railing against small
“teacher cliques,” in lines 657 and 658,1 strongly push for the group to “rely on one
another” to become one “big support group.” What is more revealing in these lines of
text is the fact that these ideas are not totally ideas of mine, but rather concerns that
Phoebe has previously mentioned. She states some strong beliefs in lines 645 through
650, and again in lines 652-654. Subsequently, I take on her ideas, and use my authority
as principal to give them more value and credence in this setting.

In doing so, not only

am I recognizing Phoebe as a valued contributor, but I am also influencing the local
language and knowledge that is valued in this setting by using my role as principal to
push these ideas.
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Realizing that there are growing concerns from people regarding our relationships
with one another, I use my position as principal to recognize those people whose opinions
and viewpoints I believe are important to the professional culture being established. In
other words, because I believe that what some of these voices are saying is important to
our group, and to their own feelings of significance within the group, I again become the
gatekeeper, and exhibit considerable control in shaping what is valued in this community.
I stated earlier in this research that what I say or don’t say offers some explanation as to
how voice is co-constructed in this particular setting. I would add now that what I say or
don’t say also offers some explanation at what is valued and what is not. In a number of
instances, including the above excerpt, both these ideas are verified.
To explore this phenomenon further, Egan-Robertson, (1994) has written that
certain situational and institutional positioning is promoted in schools. Situational and
institutional positioning occurs as people interact with one another around a text. In other
words, both certain situations and certain institutions “promote” a range of positions or
roles that can be taken up by an individual. These positions “carry with them certain
expectations and obligations about how one should act in that role” (p. 30). The
construction of personhood through social and institutional positioning, and or
repositioning is grounded in the talk that occurs among and between the participants in
this study, in the meetings, both formal and informal, and in participants’ daily
interactions. Excerpt 48 demonstrates this with my endorsement of Phoebe’s ideas, as in
line 651, and challenges to Elizabeth’s turns of talk in lines 665, 667 and 673.
Clearly then, there is a relationship between voice and the construction of
personhood, and I believe that we can get a glimpse of that relationship by considering
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the co-construction of voice, through instances of intertextuality noted in so many of
these excerpts, including Excerpt 49. These instances of intertextuality that occur
amongst these participants suggest that the incorporation of others’ ideas, positions
participants as valued contributors, with valued ideas or less valued participants, with less
valued ideas. In this scene, this dichotomy is evident with Phoebe’s ideas being
embraced and Elizabeth’s ideas being more seriously challenged.
Furthermore, contemporary literature on effective principal leadership may refer
to the above phenomenon as “empowerment.” According to Rallis and Goldring (2000),
empowerment materializes as a result of principals “raising teachers’ status, knowledge
and participation” (p. 40). Furthermore, Maeroff (1998) contends that teachers who feel
“small and insignificant” do not have a strong sense of person efficacy and feel they have
little control over their workplace. Providing opportunities for teachers to participate,
principals help teachers see that they are shaping not only how things are done, but the
culture of the school as well. Though “empowerment” is a strong word, suggesting
considerable dominance on my part as principal, I believe that my intertextual links serve
as a way of empowering people to contribute in this particular dialogue session, and
again, serve as an important signal to the group. Who is valued and the type of
knowledge that is valued is perhaps changing from previous sessions.
Though people have suggested their concerns throughout this meeting, this is the
first time that someone specifically references the nature of our relationships as members
of a group. Phoebe initially denies any specific reference to our community in lines 645
through 650 of Excerpt 48, but once I have spoken, acknowledging her statements and
admitting that I have seen some of what she describes, she positions me as the
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authoritative principal, by using what I say as a warrant for her own turn. Phoebe is then
able to admit that, she too, has felt uncomfortable with what has been happening at the
school, creating an intertextual link with me. As a result of using my voice as principal
as a means for admitting that she has felt that the group is not together, she is then able to
indict specific school concerns she has regarding participants ability to question what we
are doing as a school.
Earlier in October, it was clear that the valued talk during these dialogue sessions
was anything that had to do with the literacy initiatives we were attempting to put into
place in the school. It was also clear, as indicated in the previous chapter, that I exhibited
considerable influence over this phenomenon. The warrants for speaking have changed
in this meeting and once again, are impacted by my own contributions. However, the
field of influence is much broader, as the warrants for speaking are not based solely on
my own ideas, but more importantly, those ideas of others. The result is that several
people are now taking the opportunity to express their concerns that other things, such as
personal relationships, are important too. This meeting marks a significant change in
what is valued, who can speak, as well as the fact that as principal, I influence that
process. It also marks the fact that others exert considerable influence on my voice as
principal, as well.
Another interesting phenomenon exhibited in this excerpt is Elizabeth’s
contributions. In her talk, she completely rejects what Phoebe describes, as well as
denying any understanding of wrongdoing. In fact, she states that she “sees things very
differently” describing gatherings of two teachers as “joyful meetings of a couple of
teachers who love to have somebody else come in and join in.” Not only does this
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excerpt demonstrate, once more, that Phoebe and Elizabeth do not see things similarly,
but the variation in their conceptualizations of community is further defined in this
session, as well. While Phoebe suggests in lines 648 and 649 that two teachers talking
can be counterproductive to a community and seen as “whispered conversations,”
Elizabeth suggests in lines 662 to 664 that two teachers talking is an open opportunity for
two or more people to share ideas with one another.
Again, Westheimer (1998) notes this difference in his model for distinguishing
professional teacher communities. When talking about relationships he asserts that a
“liberal commitment to support one another in individual practice” is very different from
a collective commitment to “common values and a community oriented spirit” (p. 130).
Undoubtedly, these two “Middle” teachers at Norton Elementary School exemplify this
difference. While Elizabeth “dreads” the “endless discussions” about what she refers to
as “generalities” and thoroughly enjoys the pedagogical conversations in which two or
more people can engage, what she referred to as “the more organic growth of
community,” Phoebe positions herself as someone who sees the value in group
conversation, especially when it can impact the “active community of adults” an
assembly of professionals can become.
It is in this dichotomy of community between Elizabeth and Phoebe, we can also
better understand the nature of the conflict that is emerging between the larger group as a
whole. While some see that collaboration around what Westheimer (1998) refers to as
“individual practice” as important, others push for a more collective and community
oriented spirit at Norton. While this difference is noted here in the dialogue sessions, it is
also noted in a separate, one-on-one conversations I have with Phoebe, Elizabeth, and
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Dillon after this meeting. Before moving to those conversations, it is important to make
some summary statements with regard to how this November 13th dialogue session
concluded.

Conclusion to the November 6th dialogue session
As previously mentioned, I continue to maintain discourse cohesion with several
of the participants as the meeting moved into its final minutes. I acknowledge people’s
apparent confusion, with regard to the new teaching practices that we were trying to
implement, and I also recognized others’ concerns regarding the importance of talking
about other issues. Finally, I posed the question, “Can we leave [this meeting] with a
sense of direction? What are our next steps?”
While many people agreed that we would continue to discuss literacy practices,
and advance our understandings about the model of instruction presented by The
Learning Network, several people made suggestions for modifications in this
advancement. Alice stated that she needs to learn how to “apply many of the new
understandings” to her existing practices. In addition, she expressed her desire, and
Zansk did as well, in “feeling comfortable” to ask questions regarding the practical
applications of this literacy model at the early childhood level. Samuel suggested that we
work to gain a better understanding of the literacy model at all grades so that we all
understand “where it’s headed.” He also mentioned the importance of better identifying
the expectations for the students in the “Upper” grades, while establishing a “continuum
of expectations for children throughout the grades. Georgina also made contributions,
suggesting that we explore whether this literacy initiative would be the way to go with
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every child.

She warned that we consider whether these new practices we were

implementing were “most effective” for all children. Finally, it appeared that people also
agreed that other topics would be introduced into our dialogue sessions, with Jennie
suggesting, I feel really comfortable with it once a month,” as a means for instituting
this change.
Jennie, Alice, Georgina, Samuel, Phoebe and Zansk all made contributions toward
the tail end of this meeting, offering their own suggestions about how these dialogue
sessions should change in the coming months. They agreed that topics for these meetings
would determine whether they be called, what Jennie referred to as, “macro meetings or
micro meetings.” This was an ideational reference to Phoebe’s photography metaphors
used earlier and it caused several of us to laugh. However, in truth, there really was
never a complete consensus as to what represented the “big picture.” While the
suggestions for forthcoming meetings were made and agreed upon by the majority of
participants, the decision to broaden our topics for discussion, which included questions
we had with the literacy model, as well as topics not directly related to student literacy,
was not unanimous. Of critical importance is the fact that Elizabeth never once made any
concluding contributions, as had everyone else, after I asked the whole group about our
“sense of direction” and the “next steps.” It should also be noted that Dillon was not
present as this meeting concluded, as he had to leave early because of a previous
commitment. Therefore, he too never had any concluding statements regarding
suggestions for new directions for these dialogue sessions. However, as indicated in
much of the data already presented, they both stated their interest and strong desire to
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continue working on literacy issues, with a narrow focus on reading. According to them
literacy instruction was in fact the “big picture.”
One final thought regarding Elizabeth’s silence at the end of the meeting supports
a conclusion made previously. Perhaps Elizabeth’s relative silence toward the end of this
meeting highlights a point that has been made repeatedly in this research; that is the
notion that voice is socially constructed. With Dillon gone from the group Elizabeth’s
voice is no longer warranted. Others have reestablished what is valued and what is not,
thereby leaving her voice, is some sense, silenced by other members.

One on One Conversations
In the days and weeks that followed this November 6th dialogue session, I had
one-on-one conversations with a number of the participants, including Dillon, Jennie,
Phoebe and Elizabeth, in both informal, and formal settings.

One of these meetings was

in the context of an observation post conference, while all the others were meetings that
were scheduled. These meetings occurred in my office or in the teacher’s classroom.
These scheduled meetings were audio-taped in their entirety. (The dialogue that followed
the post observation conference between Elizabeth and I was never recorded.)
The purpose of these scheduled conversations was mutually established before
each meeting took place. Other than the post-observation conference with Elizabeth, the
meetings were an opportunity for the participants and I to discuss concerns and questions
we had regarding the school’s progress. Phoebe spoke to me about her relationship with
her “Middle” colleague, Elizabeth. Jennie and I focused on issues regarding the practices
associated with our literacy training model. Dillon and I spoke candidly about many
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things including the November 6th meeting, my role as principal, his role as literacy
mentor, and a wide variety of related topics. Elizabeth spoke to me about her concerns
resulting from the November 6th meeting also.
Several of these conversations are analyzed in the coming pages, as a means of
supporting data and conclusions already presented. I begin with a conversation I had
with Phoebe.
Excerpt 49 (November 13th meeting between Philip and Phoebe)
5

Phoebe: I’ve been feeling for a while that um, my team experience, I guess, I

6

guess I came away with a sense of what teaming is all about, cause I’ve worked

7

on a primary level team and um, and that seemed to be forming and I say since

8

about parent conference time, not parent conference time, but Open House, I have

9
10

felt like the team between me and Elizabeth, it’s just sort of disintegrated. I don’t
know, maybe that’s too strong a word, and um. I’ve gone through a whole series

11

of trying to figure out what is it that’s going on between the two of us, or what’s

12

not. I mean it’s clear that it’s not going on. There’s not conversation about grade

13

level. There’s not conversation, period, at this point. I mean it’s just starting to

14

feel this way, um, and to be honest, I, for a while, attributed it to, um, the fact that

15
16

Elizabeth so intensely sought out Dillon’s support that she didn’t need the other
teaming. She had created a different team. And that’s okay, and, and, and, I did

17

go and I spoke to her about it sometime in early October. I just said, you know,

18

maybe we need, we need to plan a time regularly to sit and talk, cause you know

19

if we just focus on the math kids so that you know what’s going on with your kids

20

and I know what’s going on with mine, and um, she said, “Yeah, I’m so focused

21

on this literacy thing, and I’m really just so centered on my room.” And, and, that

22

is okay cause it sort of like saying, “It’s not you, it’s me.”

23

relationship has continued to grow and I’m thinking, well, am I, am I, you know.

24

I, I, it’s not about jealousy, It’s not about—

25
27
28

Philip: What relationship?
Phoebe: Elizabeth and Dillon
Philip: Right, right.
Phoebe: It’s just become, I typically come in and, and they’re talking together in

29

Elizabeth’s room, um and I’m not, I’m not really comfortable entering into the

30

conversation. I try to but, um, I don’t know, there’s something, there s something

31

there. I don’t know. I feel blocked from it a bit.

26

And, and, and that

In this excerpt Phoebe introduces a new word, which like previous contributions,
conveys more about her conceptualization of professional community. She speaks briefly
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about the challenges she has been having with Elizabeth regarding their different
approaches to “team.” Phoebe also acknowledges, in lines 15 and 16 that her
understanding of team may be a bit different from that of Elizabeth’s, although she
believes that Elizabeth has found a teaming experience with Dillon. As she details the
challenges she is experiencing, she shares an understanding she possesses regarding what
she believes makes a successful teaming experience. She recognizes conversations as a
critical piece, but hints that there is more. She also recognizes in lines 28-31 that the
“relationship” between Elizabeth and Dillon has continued to grow, evidenced by the fact
that they are typically talking in Elizabeth’s room. Phoebe feels “blocked” from these
conversations, and this feeling of isolation makes it difficult for her to enter the
conversations they may be having.
This is not the first time Phoebe has recognized such a conversational connection
as she has used a similar analogy to describe how she felt when two people were engaged
in conversation at Norton before this meeting. One may remember, that earlier in this
research, I indicated that in the October 23rd dialogue session, Phoebe described the
feeling she had when Dillon and the Program Coordinator, Jill were conducting a
mentoring session. She related that while she was listening to them talk about her lesson,
she felt like she was “sitting behind a glass wall.” She added that she never joined their
conversation. Later in that same October 23rd dialogue session, Elizabeth also described
Jill and Dillon’s dialogue after she conducted her own mentoring lesson. As Dillon and
Jill began to talk, Elizabeth described how she “peeked in and out” before joining them in
“three way conversation.”
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This suggests that there is something about these conversations that is “blocking”
Phoebe from feeling that she has something worthy to contribute, while at the same time,
it may also suggest that Elizabeth has little trouble joining in. Though these small
conversations have not been analyzed, one still could hypothesize that such meetings
have a different set of local criteria, which in some way prevent Phoebe from making a
worthy contribution. As stated previously, Bailey (1993) claims that the social context
shapes the nature of voice. He identifies a number of factors that must be considered
when determining the local criteria for warranting a voice effectual, and offers social
identity, knowledge, language codes and comprehensibility, as such factors that deem
talk as worthwhile. These factors play a huge role in determining the criteria for
warranting a contribution.
Earlier, I proposed that talk about literacy practices became valued knowledge in
the dialogue sessions, thereby becoming the local warranting criteria for participation in
these sessions. I believe that these meetings between Elizabeth and Dillon are also very
technical in nature, centered, once more on specific literacy teaching practices, which are
also serving as warrants for access to conversations. As a result, these small group
technical meetings are inhibiting access for Phoebe with knowledge criteria for entering
the conversation becoming isolating and exclusive rather than inviting and inclusive.
This phenomenon is important, as it presents one more indication that Dillon and
Elizabeth have access to certain knowledge and are sharing a “situational co¬
membership” (Erickson, 1996) centered around this knowledge. Not only is this co¬
membership strengthening as the school year progresses, but another phenomenon is
occurring, as well. Based on comments made by Phoebe and others, it is this apparent co-
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membership that is also preventing others from establishing an interpersonal connection
with either one of them. Their commitment to support one another in individual practice,
based on a certain teaching ideology is the basis for their relationship. However, this
bond is very different from other participants’ collective commitment to establishing
common values and more of a community oriented spirit (Westheimer, 1998) at the
school. This is another aspect of the conflict that is becoming increasingly obvious.
Later in this same conversation with Phoebe, she more specifically, details the
kind of relationships she has experienced in her former teaching position, which, once
more, speaks to the more collective and interdependent relationship for which she is
looking. She explains to me how, in her previous school, weekly meetings with her grade
level colleagues were her “lifeblood.” She described these meetings as keeping her
“afloat,” while providing continuous opportunities for a group of teachers to “check in”
with one another about what was happening in one’s classroom and one’s life. She also
described these meetings as “wonderful” and “rich” opportunities to establish “rapport”
and “friendship” with one another. This, once more, brings to light the differences
between she and her “Middle” colleague Elizabeth. Highlighting something very
different it is clear Elizabeth is seeking something very different.
Just after the Thanksgiving break I met with Elizabeth to discuss an observation I
had conducted in her room. The following note of mine describes a bit of that meeting.
Elizabeth and I met this morning to discuss her evaluation. When I told her how
pleased I was with her level of commitment to learners and the learning process,
she opened up and said she was again considering whether teaching is for her. I
think she is troubled by people’ apparent unwillingness to look at teaching as a
serious responsibility. The need to teach reading and writing is paramount for
children to grow up with the skills necessary to make life meaningful and
beautiful. She spoke of artists (not just visual) but philosophers and others who
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create because of communication. She mentioned how “shocked” she was by the
Wednesday meeting [November 6th] when everyone spoke of their feelings, and
the level of support [for the literacy initiatives] was clearly not present.

Elizabeth s frustration with people s apparent unwillingness to focus on the
reading and writing process is evident in her expressions at this meeting with me. She
conveyed the notion that she was “shocked” by the “feelings” that were shared at the
th.

November 6

session and hints that this unwillingness, on the part of many teachers, is an

abdication of professional responsibility.
This reflection above, as well as data examined thus far demonstrates that
Elizabeth has completely embraced the literacy model of instruction noted by the
statement, “I made myself very clear that I think the literacy model works.” In addition to
this, she has also declared that groups of people can “get lost” talking about “wide angle”
issues such as relationship among a group of people, she much rather prefers talking
about specific teaching practices.
Besides declaring herself in support of this model, she and Dillon have
established a very strong connection that comes as a result of their interest and desire to
generate success with this model of teaching. Their co-membership is a relationship that
is based on a mutual interest with a model of teaching and not necessarily an
interdependent connection between teachers committed to strong social bonds and
communal organization. (Dewey, 1938).

In the November 6th dialogue session Elizabeth

describes the phenomenon that comes as a result of many “different small combinations”
of people who work together, declaring that community comes from such work. She
refers to this as “the more organic growth of community, rather than external.” This
%

suggestion of hers that community is organic and not “painted on” (as she once said to
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me during an informs.! conversation) implies that building community can be an exercise
that is artificially created between a group of people, rather than a natural connection
established when a group of people engage in mutual practice. I believe the difference
she presents in this comparison is subtle but meaningful. Community for Elizabeth is a
work connection; work is the glue that “binds” the community and is a decisive facet of a
professional community.

As a means for comparison, Phoebe pushes the notion that

community is the relationship connection; collective relationships bring people together,
and are a critical aspect of a professional community.
In a one on one meeting with Dillon, like Elizabeth, Dillon expresses his
disappointment with the November 6th dialogue session, sighting his concern that the
literacy training initiative is not getting the kind of support it needs and that people are
getting confusing ideas about what is really valued in our school community. As he
presents his opinion, he does so by first voicing Elizabeth’s concerns, and then mirroring
her concerns with an agreement statement of his own.
Excerpt 50 (Meeting between Dillon and Philip, November 15, 1996)
56
57
58
76
77

Dillon: I have this sense from Elizabeth that she's not feeling supported in some
of the things that she is doing. That's also my feeling as well; that I don't feel that
I'm getting a lot of support in The Learning Network part of things...
... So anyway I think a lot of it has to do with the same kind of thing, which is, I
just wonder what people see as really supported or they see as really valued.

Support is the noteworthy word used frequently by Dillon, with three concerns
being raised. To begin with, there are again similar thoughts between Elizabeth s
meeting with me and Dillon’s meeting with me, with each of them questioning the level
of “support” for the literacy initiatives. However, it is also clear by Dillon s statement
that not only is he concerned about support for the literacy initiatives, but he personalizes
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his concerns a bit more by stating that Elizabeth and he are not “feeling supported” either.
Finally, in line 77, he makes the statement that he’s not sure people really “see” what is
supported or valued in the school.
By raising these multiple concerns about the lack of support he feels, Dillon is
“nominalizing conflict,” which is one of ten common energy traps that limit a groups
effectiveness in bringing resolution to conflict (Garmston & Wellman 1999). These
energy traps, such as nominalizing, “establish counterproductive, recursive patterns
throughout a system” (p. 186). According to Garmston and Wellman (1999) people who
engage in nominalization name processes as things, describing the status of an
organization as a static or unchanging phenomenon rather than flexible and adaptable
process. This nominalization of conflict is one of those counterproductive patterns into
which people fall. Questioning the “support” as he appears to do during this meeting,
Dillon is turning a “dynamic activity” into a “static conceptual abstraction.” This
statement surely reflects what he believes but is shortsighted in terms of his
understanding of this particular school. Support is a process; an action, and not an
abstract idea or a thing. By focusing on support and not the two opposing views that
characterize the conflict at Norton, he is “limiting possibilities” for production and
resolution to the evolving conflict. (Garmston & Wellman, 1999).
If nothing else, however, his contributions to this meeting further detail the
conflicting ideals and ideas regarding the type of community Norton Elementary School
will become. What is now made clearer with the statements that have been garnered in
both Dillon’s and Elizabeth’s separate one-on-one meetings, is that they position
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themselves representing one aspect of this evolving conflict, whereas the remaining
teachers appear to position themselves in a contrary manner.
This hypothesis is supported in a one-on one meeting I have with Jennie, which
also occurs in the month of November, following the November 6th dialogue session.
Jennie repeatedly shares concerns with me regarding both the literacy initiatives and the
associated mentoring processes we were establishing. Throughout the course of this
meeting, she mentions Dillon’s name many times. While she pushes her previously made
point that she has different understandings about older children’s literacy practices, she
also raises other concerns she has.
Excerpt 51 (Meeting between Jennie and Philip, November 14, 1996)
117:
118
119

Jennie: I don’t know that Dillon has an understanding that matches mine of what
literacy means in 4th and 5th grade, because some of the things that he said are flat
out not in line with what I think.
Later she reveals more about these differences
Excerpt 52 (Meeting between Jennie and Philip, November 14, 1996)

198
199
200

Jennie: The thing that worries me, I guess is, um, I see Dillon more thinking that
literacy is the single focus and not a wide range of things. So I’d like to see more
of a team approach.
Jennie openly describes both her worries and her understandings, not blaming

Dillon, but acknowledging that there are significant differences between the two of them.
These concerns stated here by Jennie are very similar to those stated in the context of our
dialogue sessions. However, the difference here is that Dillon’s name is more strongly
(and repeatedly) associated with these concerns in this one-on-one meeting. As with an
earlier comparison of Elizabeth and Phoebe, there are other more subtle differences that
can be identified, in both Dillon’s and Jennie above excerpts, which further conceptualize
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the nature of the conflict. Dillon pushes the notion that he and the ideas he is advocating
with regard to literacy teaching, are not supported and valued. As a result he sets himself
apart from the conflict while also nominalizing this observable phenomenon (Garmston
& Wellman, 1999). On the contrary, it appears that Jennie is doing the opposite.

Other Impediments to Successful Communication
As noted above, nominalizing, according to Garmston and Wellman (1999) is a
common “energy trap” which can limit the success of group work by establishing
counterproductive, recursive patterns throughout systems” (p. 186). There is significant
evidence that another common obstacle is also present in this group, once again exhibited
by Dillon.
In his work on habits that impede deliberation among groups of people, Roby
(1995) builds on Walker’s (1971) earlier work. Roby describes particular habits that alter
the character of deliberation, organizing these habits into impediments that influence the
general process. One such habit includes participants’ externalizing the problem.
In this case, people are not inclined to see themselves as part of the problem.
Rather than questioning their own habits, biases, beliefs, or other internal factors
that might be part of the problem, these deliberators blame elements external to
themselves (McCutcheon, 1995, p. 19).
The manner in which Dillon has described the nature of the conflict at the school,
throughout our November 15th meeting, leads me to the understanding that he just does
not see that he plays any role in the conflict. While he claims that he has not seen
adequate “administrative support,” and that his other colleagues have demonstrated a real
“unwillingness” to move forward with new ideas, he never reflects aloud that he needs to
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do anything different with people, other than insisting continually that he needs to be
“clear” with people “of [what] my expectations of them are in what they are doing ”
One such example of this in our November 15th meeting occurs as I begin to share
with him my views regarding the importance of relationships in a school. I share with
him my thoughts that in starting a school from scratch, “the single most important thing is
establishing a sense community, and a sense of comfort... where people feel they can
work together and learn together.” His strong and direct response to these ideas offers
some evidence of his reluctance to place himself within the context of the conflict that the
group is experiencing. His contrary opinion, noted below in Excerpt 47 not only
demonstrates the differences in our understandings, but also supports my contention that
he has not questioned the nature of his role as a potential or possible impediment to some
of the conflicting issues that were raised at the November 6th dialogue session.
Excerpt 53 (Meeting between Dillon and Philip, November 15, 1996)
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142

Dillon: Well, a lot of things you said I think is relatively unimportant. See, I
don’t really agree with any of that.
Philip: What?
David: Which is the fact that I look at this school, working with these teachers,
like I look at working with my kids. And working with teachers is just like
working with kids.
Philip: I agree.
David: And the things in my room, these kids got plopped in. They are
kindergarteners here which I don't know, I'm not quite sure about as far as
working with them and doing all of these things, but these things in here, things in
here are very clear. And the expectations are right up front for these kids. And
there is also a real sense of community in here. There is also a real sense of
learning going on. This is what I feel, anyway, and that all comes out of The
Learning Network. And I see that, even with teachers; that a sense of community
comes from working together and why we're here. It gets built by us getting
together, working together. So I see what goes on in the classroom a lot like what
should go on in the school. That people are really clear in what they need to be
doing and there is a lot of socializing going on, there is a lot of learning going on
and there is clarity of what their expectations of, of what my expectations of
them are in what they're doing.

241

Dillon adamantly disagreed with what I said pushing an opinion that was very
similar with Elizabeth’s conceptualizations of community. Unlike Elizabeth, however, he
uses his classroom as a means for establishing a very clear analogy that leaves no doubt
about his beliefs. Though I agreed with him, at that onset, that working with teachers is
very much like working with children, as he spoke about his ideas on building
community, the differences in our understandings became more obvious.
The fact that he exhibited intolerance toward the conflict evolving at the school,
and the fact that he referred to our disparate beliefs in such a direct manner, as well as his
penchant for blaming external factors to explain the challenges we were having,
demonstrate significant barriers to conflict resolution. Though it is my intention to depict
the conflict, identifying those factors that are contributing to its existence, and not to
impugn any one person or group of people, there are some obvious occurrences that
should not be overlooked in this research that I believe impact this community in a
significant manner. This is certainly the case when examining people’s understanding of
the importance of relationships, as it accentuates the very issues I am attempting to
convey. Dillon does not view relationships as integral to establishing community as
conveyed by his ensuing actions and words, whereby other participants in this group do.
Therefore both his conceptualizations and how he deals with these opposing ideas is
important to this research, both of which are significant contributing factors toward the
instigation and persistence of conflict in this community, and the nature of people s
relationships. That is why I believe it is imperative to draw attention to some of his
habits that impact, in some way, the relationships that evolve at the school.
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Conclusion
The purpose of the analyses in this chapter was to explore the significant
transformations that occurred in the context of the November 6th dialogue session. By
exploring the frequency and nature of various participants’ contributions between and
among one another during this session, by exploring how conflict is named and addressed
by these participants and by examining those ideals present as participants advocated for
various relationships, a number of conclusions can be made with regard to this evolving
PSC.
1. Alice’s voice is heard repeatedly throughout this dialogue session as she
advocates for the group to more collectively discuss how new practices can “fit”
existing practices in each of the classrooms.
2. Samuel, Zansk, and Georgina’s turns of talk are marked by more substantial
contributions, including suggestions for changes in how the group approaches our
literacy initiatives.
3. Phoebe offers significant suggestions, indicated by numerable intertextual links
by other participants, with regard to how the group operates as a community.
This changes the nature of this dialogue session, from the three previous sessions,
providing for others a warrant for their participation.
4. My role as principal, as it relates to the nature of these meetings, becomes more
clearly defined, shaped in part what others’ say in their turns of talk.
5. Further evidence of situational co-members is highlighted indicating a strong
relationship between Jennie and Samuel, based on their roles as “Upper” grades
students and between Elizabeth and Dillon, based on their mutual ideological
connection with The Learning Network.
6. Conflict is now approached by various members who describe concerns and
recommendations that include changes in what we discuss as a group, how
members relate to one another, and what we consider the “big picture” at the
school.

The fact that more participants were able to make significant contributions
marked by greater frequency and increased duration, as well as intertextual hearing
indicators from a variety of participants, demonstrates how new voices were valued and
new ideas warranted during the November 61^ dialogue session. This conception of

243

voice, once more, provides a window into this local community, allowing us another
glimpse at how people are interacting, but more importantly how people are socially
creating this evolving PSC.
Reflecting on this dialogue session further, understandings regarding the nature of
my own voice were also unveiled. Certainly, greater understanding of how my voice as
principal was being co-constructed by the voices of others is an important finding in this
chapter. In addition, the fact that my institutional role as principal was being used by me
to give greater value to various ideas, thereby positioning participants as valued
contributors with valued ideas, is also important to note. Undoubtedly, both phenomenon
illustrate how the components of the voice analyses profoundly impact this research
effort.
Finally, exploring how various members approached conflict, particularly with
regard to how people viewed the importance of personal relationships was helpful in this
chapter as it introduced the notion that there are various conceptualizations of community
held by the participants. This was not only helpful in identifying some important
differences, but it also paves the way for the next, and final chapter of this research
project, which will highlight further the various conceptualizations of community held by
participants and the impact that these conceptualizations have on this community.
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CHAPTER 8
CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF COMMUNITY
Introduction
This chapter provides an opportunity for a closer examination of participants’
conceptualizations of community as expressed by many of the participants in a dialogue
session on February 27, 1997. Much of what people talked about during this dialogue
sessions, that is what we said and how we said it, reveals who we are as educators, our
strong beliefs about teaching and learning and our notions of professional community in
schools. Through an analysis of this data, further understanding about each member’s
conceptualizations of community have emerged. More importantly, that analysis of the
aforementioned data, which has been done again in a sequential manner, has revealed a
clearer understanding of the co-conceptualizations of community. The implications of
these co-constructed conceptualizations will become apparent as this group works toward
further defining themselves as a PSC, a phenomenon, which has emerged in the context
of this particular setting.
In this chapter, I place relevant discourse that is linked with community into
metaphoric categories, as a tool for identifying the conceptualizations of community held
by many of the participants. These are not predetermined categories, but ones that are
created based on the language and descriptions used by the participants throughout the
course of this dialogue session, and in previous data, as well. As indicated earlier in this
research, Garmston and Wellman (1999) have suggested that, “a groups metaphorical
language provides containers for thinking that hold unconscious assumptions, beliefs,
goals and values.” They refer to these “containers” as operating metaphor, suggesting
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that a person s conceptual system is primarily metaphorical in nature,” and that
“concepts structure what people perceive” (p. 189). The categories or “containers” that I
have created for this local setting rely on Garmston and Wellman’s beliefs as a means for
their establishment, and serve an empirical resource for tracking local members’
conceptualizations.
Furthermore, through the use of Bailey’s Voice Framework (1993), particularly
his “Intertextual Hearing Responses,” I demonstrate how many of the participant’s own
personal metaphors were in essence, contributing toward a group definition of
community; one that would undoubtedly guide the formation of a PSC at Norton. These
hearing indicators, which are repeatedly demonstrated in this dialogue session, provide a
tool for following that evolutionary process.
Finally, once again, I rely on one of Westheimer’s characteristic features of
professional community to guide this inquiry, using once more, an aspect of his
exploratory model as a means for distinguishing the various ideas and beliefs that
members in this particular community present.

Metaphorical language
According to Gee (1990), “The function of language is not just (as it is so often
assumed) to communicate information. Language is, in addition, also a device to think
and feel with, as well as a device to signal and negotiate social identity” (p.77). One
source of this identity is the use of metaphor by members of a particular group.
According to Coffey and Atkinson (1996) the use of metaphor in language when social
actors interact with one another is, to say the least, very revealing, especially in terms of
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social and cultural contexts . “Virtually every word we utter derives from some image
thereby betraying its metaphoric genesis” (Van Manen, p. 49, 1990).
Metaphors are grounded in socially shared knowledge and conventional usage.
Particular metaphors may help to identify cultural domains that are familiar to the
members of a given culture or subculture; they express specific values, collective
identities, shared knowledge and common vocabularies... What terms are used in a
metaphorical statement and what shared characteristics are implied can reveal common
knowledge and what is taken for granted as shared understandings (Coffey & Atkinson,
1996, p. 86).
In addition to revealing shared understandings and situated realities of a group
member or by the entire group, metaphors also can mark those who are “insiders,”
(those group members who behave in a similar way), and those who are not (Gee,
1990). By transcending the simple “content of metaphor” (Gee, 1990) and by exploring
its deep semantic nature, the analyses of this chapter distinguishes the two. This
separation provides one means by which the participants co-conceptualize community,
illuminating not only the group’s shared beliefs, goals, and values, but will also bring to
the light their diverse beliefs, goals, and values, as well. Exploring both the conscious
and unconscious assumptions that are embodied in a person’s metaphorical language
will be an undertaking in this chapter.

Westheimer’s features
As presented in the previous chapters, Westheimer’s characteristic features yet
again provide a lens for examining a number of different important characteristics of a
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professional community of teachers. Characteristic feature seven illuminates in this
chapter, the distinct dispositions of the participants in this research. As we have seen in
previous chapters, Westheimer presents these features as polar opposites. However, it is
important to note that these opposites represent two ends of a continuum and certainly
there is plenty of “conceptual space,” within these characteristic features, on which
teachers and principals make interpersonal and organizational decisions. This space
merely forces a distinction between the participants of this study and at the same time
will elucidate and underscore the characteristics of this evolving PSC.
According to Westheimer’s, seventh characteristic, when placed along a
continuum, people are identified as either possessing an instrumental worth of
community or holding an intrinsic worth of the community. Those teachers who perceive
community as a means, and “who emphasize the intrinsic importance of communal
attachments and bonds” are individuals in a collective community, while those teachers
who perceive community as an ends, and who underscore community as having
instrumental value, are individuals in a liberal community (p. 312-132). This difference
will be taken up at the appropriate time.
However, at this time it is important to underscore that as with the previous
characteristics, a community does not necessarily represent either one of the end points of
the continuum. However, these distinctions that Westheimer has created allow
researchers to apply a broad framework in order to determine the orientation of teaching
professionals, based on the characteristics that they possess. This is my intent with
regard to these characteristics, as they support my effort to demonstrate some of the
differences that exist among participants in this study.
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Questions to Consider
As with previous chapters, there are certain questions that will guide the analysis
of the appropriate data. These questions serve as a means for orientating this final
chapter and for gaining a more complete understanding of the complexities of this
evolving PSC.
1. How are participants’ expressed conceptualizations of community metaphorically
embodied?
2. How do these metaphors structure the nature of the evolving PSC at Norton
Elementary School? Is there an evolving co-conceptualization of community
present?
3. What indicators are present, which demonstrate that participants hold conflicting
metaphors and how do these participants approach the differences that are
present?
Growing Conflict
In the previous chapter, it became clear that there were a number of issues that
caused a degree of discomfort among members of this community. These included
disparate beliefs about what should drive the dialogue session inquiry, disagreements
regarding how the group should approach our association with The Learning Network,
and feelings of mistrust and miscommunication among various members in the group,
especially the two “Primary” teachers and the two “Middle” teachers. As the year
progressed, these conflicts grew in number and in intensity. In a series of reflective notes
I wrote in late December and throughout the month of January, I expressed concerns over
these growing differences, continually posing reflective questions about how I should
approach the existing conflict. Clearly, I was not sure how to handle the pending
tensions and conflict that seem to be growing at the school. Below is an example of such
an entry.
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The staff met @ 3:30, Monday, January 6, for our weekly meeting. Thank
goodness for Jennie who always lately seems to be the person who feels confident
enough to approach the harder issues. She does not see this model as effecting
her teaching in a positive way. She attributes that to not appropriate for the upper
grades. I intend to approach it with her that perhaps it’s an investment. Does
Jennie have the interest and desire to invest energy and time into learning new
ideas? Could it be-because I don’t want it to work, it doesn’t work-1 want to
name this with her to see if this perhaps will make a difference.
Again, I look at Dillon while we discuss our ideas and I see him as very
defensive. He is distant in his approaches to other staff members. Can he zero in
on just a few people? One? I need to ask Jill if she believes Dillon is in a difficult
spot, a spot that would be preventing him from successful mentoring some
teachers. Is it an issue that we can identify together? Is it something that I’m not
doing or doing that’s causing this tension? Is this “pleasing tension” or more than
that?

Reflected in these notes is the fact that I question Jennie’s commitment to the new
model and I also acknowledge Dillon’s inability to form relationships with other
members. These are both important and somewhat related issues. With each issue raised
in these notes I also formulate questions that I would like to put to them or in the case
with Dillon, questions I could pose to Jill, the school’s Outside Program Coordinator
hired to support our efforts to move forward with the literacy training. Though my
primary motivation for considering these questions is not clear in the above entry, the
contributions I make at the beginning of the February 27th dialogue session seem to
further embody my motivational intent. It is clearer then, that I am attempting to get a
better handle on those issues that are negatively impacting people s ability to work
together. Clearer understanding of this conflict seems to be an attempt of mine.
McCutcheon (1995) contends that stress associated with conflict often influences
decision-making, with those under stress working overtime to alleviate the stress. While
that may be the case in part, my contributions in Excerpt 55 point to a number of

motivational factors, naming three areas of concern, including people’s interpersonal
relationships, how participants are operating as a group and most importantly, in
identifying the “barriers” that are preventing participants from talking about the
instructional decisions that must be considered. Though it may appear that I am setting
the agenda for this meeting with issues of my own, the openness of the participants in the
ensuing dialogue reveals that these are the concerns of many of the participants. In fact,
the concerns that are put on the table in this dialogue session are those issues that were
identified by many participants back in November.
Excerpt 54 (February 27 Dialogue Session)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Philip: I think I want to get at the barriers, some of the barriers, that are
preventing people from really digging into some of these instruction issues that
we have, [agreement] I think it has to do a lot with risk taking and the fear of risk
taking or the fear of being cut down or criticized or somehow judged in a manner.
I think it has to do with our interpersonal communication and how we operate.
Not so much as a group here, but— not only as we operate as a group here, but
also as we operate as a group in a larger community. And I think it also has to do
with us, and our trying to define ourselves, and our definitions. So I’d like toWhat are our barriers from further defining ourselves?

Participants Speak Out
Once again, I begin the session as the facilitator, attempting to draw out from
people those issues that are causing conflict. These issues represent personal, theoretical
and pedagogical concerns. Jennie’s first contribution speaks to the fact that she sees our
work with the Learning Network as part of our “journey, not the journey,” and that there
are other things that should be important to us as a school and her own teaching. Her
contribution at the end Excerpt 55 marks an ideational reference to a previous dialogue
session, when I proposed, through a diagram, the notion that our work with the Learning
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Network would “drive” the teaching and learning at the school. In lines 23 through 25 she
disagrees with this idea, refusing to believe that it will drive her teaching.

Excerpt 55 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
21
22
23
24
25

Jennie: Everything that's out there, not just the Literacy Network, taking all of the
things that work out there. Also a lot of the ideas from the Literacy Network I've
been hearing for years, The Literacy Network may have defined them a little
better may have crystallized it, but I don't think they're the be all and end all of
how to drive my teaching.

Later in the conversation, Jennie warrants her ten years of experience teaching
literacy, which she feels have been disregarded as a result of our total focus with the
Learning Network, saying how “uncomfortable” she has been with what seems to be an
“either/or” proposition.
Excerpt 56 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
43
44

Jennie: I feel like I'm someone who as far as an educator and looking at literacy,
that's all I've been doing for the past 10 years.

Alice’s first contribution builds on Jennie’s ideas, but she also questions this
notion of mine that the Learning Network drives “all practice” at the school. She
suggests that by using the Learning Network as the driver, we “narrow” our ability as a
group of teachers to understand all the practical and theoretical changes that are very
valuable to the field of education.
Phoebe’s contributions build further on Jennie’s ideas as she states her belief that
this work within the context of the Learning Network has caused separation and
divisiveness among participants. Though, once again, she recognizes the value of our
work thus far, like Jennie, she too feels that her “foundation as a teacher has been
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questioned. She also agrees with both Jennie and Alice, insisting that any new learning,
whether it’s new learning associated with the Learning Network, or any other reformed
practice, must be a part of what we are trying to do, and not the whole.
Excerpt 57 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78

Phoebe: I feel like on some levels the Literacy Network has unintentionally but it
seems to me that it's part of what’s created some kind of divisiveness and it's
caused a separation and I've certainly spent a lot of time trying to figure what is it
that I'm feeling and I don't know if it's because in some ways it tied in very well
with my experience as a teacher and in other ways it sort of stripped away certain
pieces that I had used. And that's not necessarily a bad thing, but having to
abandon certain.
pieces of yourself as a teacher in various areas, left me, urn, feeling a little bit
like: What do I do well? What do I do here? You know, I mean, you can
question your practice and question your practice, but you've got to have some
kind of foundation that you're questioning from. And I think having this year
started off for me with questioning maybe the questions may be out of balance.
And it also feels a little bit like the literacy network has created camps of you're
either 100% in or you're not.
and if you're questioning the Literacy Network, is your teaching practice
questioned? You know, it should be okay to question the literacy network and still
buy into pieces of it and still be able to talk about it. Because I think that we all
view ourselves, at least from our conversations this summer, as being people who
look at education as a child-centered thing and that if you come in here and said:
Okay, we're going to do Responsive Classroom, we probably would have had
people who would have really questioned that. You know, anything that you
would have come in here and said we're going to start with this, it should be
questioned. Needs to be questioned. Or else you're sort of just following along
because that's what we said we’re not going to do. I think it somehow has to sit
with everything else we've brought in as teachers. I mean that's some of what I'm
looking at and trying.

Once again, Phoebe’s descriptive and metaphoric language reveals those
questions with which people in the group are really struggling. Her choice of the words
“stripped away certain pieces” in line 57 and “foundation” in line 61 create strong visual
images that describe what each of the other two participants speak to in this dialogue
session. Undoubtedly, all of them feel as if this professional work has caused them to
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push aside too much of their past, and to consider too many changes; changes that left
them feeling “out of balance.”
Phoebe also alludes to the fact that people have not felt safe to raise questions
about the value of the many new practices associated with this new learning. In lines 67
through 75 she reflects on how it appeared during the summer that we were all child
centered people, reminding the group how we had agreed that we would always make
decisions based on what s best for kids. In addition, she also asserts that we must always
be able to question any new learning and its value to the school.
Rallis and Goldring (2000) speak to this recently as they write about the new
forces that drive dynamic schools. “Professional teachers are empowered to make
choices—they do not follow directives blindly, they do not mindlessly adopt curriculum,
they do not see children as identical—but they recognize that their choices must be based
on professional judgment” (p. 6).
Phoebe’s voice seems, once again, to become the institutional memory for the
group, as she attempts to bring us back to the ideals with which we spoke in the late
summer brainstorming sessions. One should remember that she reminded the group
about “the conversations” we had regarding the community ideals when she spoke in the
November 6th dialogue session about the “big picture,” and now, in this session, she
reminds the group of other ideas we identified back in the summer, as well.
Alice and Zansk follow immediately with important contributions of their own.
Alice, whose voice is now heard regularly at these sessions, sights why she believes the
group is struggling. She then follows her with a turn of talk, which shows considerable
intertextuality and a strong ideational link with each of the previous turns.
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Excerpt 58 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104

Alice: Do you think part of why that's hard, though, is that you know I keep coming
back to the fact that we don't have the context yet together as a school. And we don't
know what to do, you know. We don't know, you know I had no sense of what
you're room looked like over the last few years. Nobody has a sense of what my
room looked like. So, we don't have a history together to make that kind of-1 mean
I think that the whole issue of taking risks. You know all of us are capable of taking
risks and we've done it. Maybe why it feels hard, I think a risk has to be something
that's attainable. Maybe there isn't
enough history. We don't have-I
don't feel like I have that solid knowledge of everybody where we have worked on
something together. I don't find a community feeling that comes when you have
worked on something for years where we have been trying things. I don't even
think— We don't have necessarily a safe way to totally collaborate with each other.
I think it is so important to growth and change; that collaborative work. And that's
what makes a community. I think maybe the Learning Network brings up all of
those anxieties. Maybe because of where we are as a school.
Zansk: Although I think that I feel like, urn, it's added some extra pressure for this
first year.
Alice: That's what I mean.
Zansk: That in hindsight, maybe it would have been nice to have not, you know,
that there was enough other things for everybody to adjust to. And one thing that
I've come back to is, I know I heard so clearly Marilyn [summer institute trainer]
say that her goal for us would be to take what we could from what we learned this
summer and weave it into what we are already doing. This is what I think I really
heard. I do, do, I don't think that I heard her say: Throw away what you're doing
and try something new. This is the be all and end all. And sometimes I feel that
there is just a little pressure to you know just embrace this so fully that it makes
me wonder if there is still space to really believe in what you were doing before.
And, urn, I think that there is room to weave it in, but I think that there has been
some pressure there to buy it faster than it felt right.
Alice’s thoughts regarding the importance of a “sense of history” among people,

which includes knowledge about them, once again alludes to her beliefs that personal
relationships are important, and are developed over time through joint dialogue. In this
turn of talk, she shares with the group, her beliefs that positive relationships are created
when people work together and collaborate, and when they feel safe with one another
to “take risks.” What is paramount in this excerpt is that Alice defines her
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understandings of what “makes a community.” One may note that this is similar to
thoughts raised by Elizabeth in the November 6th session regarding the organic nature of
community. This phenomenon will be discussed again later when Alice and I attempt to
construct some common understandings about our evolving PSC.
Alice’s ideas about the importance of relationships are supported in recent school
change research, including Fullan (1997) who contends that the best way to deal with
change in schools is to “improve relationships” (p. 226). According to Wolf, Borko,
Elliot and Mclver (2000) social relationships, both professional and personal are
important to schools, and that these relationships are “held together and supported by
trust and talk” (p. 386). Wolf et al. suggest that people in successful schools work
hardest on relationships, “relationships that connected them, the trust that sustained them,
and the talk that supported them and propelled them forward” (p. 390). It will become
unmistakable, as this dialogue session continues, that these ideas characterize not only
what Alice is talking about above, but what others in the group have been alluding to, as
well.
Zansk follows Alice with a series of ideational references reminding the group
what Marilyn, the summer trainer had said to the entire group at the conclusion of the
four-day institute; that new ideas be woven into existing practices. She uses the phrase
“be all and end all” a phrase used earlier by Jennie, demonstrating considerable
agreement between the two. She also sights the “pressure” that people have felt to take
on this new learning and wonders aloud whether “there is still space to really believe in
what you were doing before.”
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This turn signals others to talk about some of the practical issues, with regard to
the pressures that they have been experiencing. Phoebe talks about her need to use more
novels in her reading program, Samuel agrees with her sighting the importance of
children being exposed to a great deal of good literature. His comments also mark a bit of
intertextual substance with previous contributors, as he too sights both the importance of
questioning, and the fact that the process of learning new ideas takes time.
Excerpt 59 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
135
136

Samuel: I’m still questioning how I can weave it in. I'm working on it and it's
getting there for me, and I keep saying it's a longer process.

Georgina’s and others
Following an urge from me to talk more about the “exclusivity” and “pressure”
that people have felt, Alice talks again about feeling safe to question new practices and
the freedom to make an informed instructional “choice.” This leads to Georgina’s first
contribution when she speaks at length about a recent “breakthrough” with one of her
students with special needs. This breakthrough has occurred since she decided to find
“high interest, low vocabulary” books for this particular student. Though she never
directly indicts any previous talk, discourse cohesion is indicated by her explanation that
she has found a “compromise” and a “balance” between the new books that everyone has
been “forced” to use and other books more appropriate for this particular student. After a
few responses from both Zansk and me, Georgina sums up her thoughts with the
following comment; a comment that she originally shared with the group back in
November.
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Excerpt 60 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
203
204
205
206
207

Georgina: I'm only saying that it's just- See, my belief is to draw on-1 alv/ays felt
in the past two years use as many different strategies for the child, to pull the very
best for that child. And that's what I believe now. And whatever is working for that
child. And he enjoys it, he feels successful. I mean, I keep saying it, but for him to
read the last three pages on his own is just this amazing breakthrough.

While others have shared their personal beliefs regarding the challenges that they
have felt as a group, Georgina shares with the group a specific situation with one of her
students as a means for pushing her own professional beliefs. Taken out of context, one
might not understand this contribution, as, on the surface, it shows little cohesion with
previous talk. However, in the context of others’ contributions, Georgina has cited a
practical example of when it was necessary for her to do what others have alluded to as
difficulties in previous contributions, question practice, exercise professional choice, and
do what’s right for children.
This is a striking contribution in this dialogue session for several reasons: (1)
Georgina, who rarely contributes, self-selects several turns of talk, (2) this turn
demonstrates significant intertextuality with other members, and (3) her contributions
reflect deeply held professional beliefs, and at the same time sanction many of the
personal feelings expressed by previous contributors.
This turn sets off a new round of contributions where participants, once more,
push ideas previously mentioned. Jennie, and Samuel in particular, reference ideas
mentioned previously and each of them uses these ideas and their own professional
experience as warrants for their multiple turns, speaking in depth about the
“uncomfortable” feelings and stress each of them have felt. Samuel sums it up this way.
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Excerpt 61 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
268
269
270
271

Samuel. I think it s the stress of so many new things, so many new ways of
thinking and new people and new ideas. That's what makes me feel uncomfortable.
It's going to take time to build that comfort level, to really feel that now I can fully
embrace this.

When Jennie follows Samuel with the comment that “We all need to find solid
ground,” Phoebe, Alice, Zansk, and Jennie each take a turn expressing similar thoughts
about the importance of differences among a group of teachers. In speaking about her
experiences as a parent, Zansk makes the following remark:
Excerpt 62 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
291
292
293
294

Zansk: I think that I can see that for me as a parent I have been pleased to have that
diversity among teachers. Figuring that by the end of the kids’ school years, they
have had people real excited in many different areas and it makes for a very rich
education.

This talk about embracing differences has evolved from previous turns when
participants have talked about the value of their past as teachers. Their past is “solid
ground” for them, and embracing and accepting who they are and where they came from
is, once again, a very important message being put forth. It also speaks to the importance
of belongingness that participants have expressed as a necessary component in a
community. This metaphor is complimentary to one Jennie presented back in the
November 6th dialogue session when she repeatedly used a sailing metaphor, describing
herself as not being “anchored” and feeling “afloat” at the school. All of these
contributions seem to be pushing an important point; feeling acceptance from others, and
having ones ideas accepted by others is the “solid ground” that Jennie has mentioned.
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In my turns of talk, that follow this, I recognize the importance of individual
differences but I also use this opportunity as way to push an idea about instruction that I
have said to all of them in the past; the notion that schools should have a “continuity of
instruction” from grade to grade. What happens, however, with a bit of help from Alice
is that I introduce my own metaphor for community.
Excerpt 63 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343

Philip: I'm interested in that kind of an attitude that we're on a road and I want to
value you all as learners as I want you to value your students. And to recognize
where you are and to say that we will evolve. But it's that evolving that sometimes
concerns me; evolving into what or who? Because I do feel committed to evolving
into a school that has some kind of common umbrellaAlice: A community.
Philip: And it's a community as a relationship and it's a community with an
instructional relationship, and that's important. And I haven't ever seen that in any
school that I have been a part.
Samuel: There is a social aspect to instruction, we have social needs and we are a
social community and so we have to consider that. How we as a staff interact with
our students as a classroom and how we interact as a school. And that's as
important often as the reading and writing and arithmetic.

In Excerpt 63,1 put forth the fact that we’re engaged in an evolutionary process, a
process where we are all learners. However, I caution the group with the caveat, “But it’s
that evolving that sometimes concerns me; evolving into what or who?” This statement
serves as a means for sharing with them that what we eventually become does concern me.
As I remind them of my desire to establish common understandings that drive the teaching
and learning at the school, I use the phrase, “common umbrella” as a means for pushing my
point. However, Alice’s suggestion that what I am describing is a community takes my idea
and puts a very different twist to it. However, I accept her suggestion, and modify my idea
about a “common umbrella” to a “community with an instructional relationship.
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The fact

that Samuel then takes it a bit further, in lines 340-343, highlighting the social needs of our
group and our school, is also paramount.
Of critical importance, are the contributions from both Alice and Samuel, both of
which demonstrate significant intertextual substance. Alice and Samuel’s “meaning
negotiation” (Bailey, 1993) contributions in Excerpt 63 demonstrate important messages;
messages they are giving me, and perhaps to other participants, as well. Alice’s suggestion
that what I am describing represents a community is a reminder to me what she had said
earlier in the session (See Excerpt 58) about people developing a “context” with one another
or a sense of “history.” Alice believes that the context is understanding one another, not just
our professional beliefs.
In his self-selected turn that follows, Samuel takes the necessary steps to further
Alice’s somewhat cryptic message by suggesting that there are important social
understandings to community that we need not overlook. His message that “we have to
consider that” in line 341 demonstrates the definite intent he has with this turn. Samuel is
purposefully laying out his, and Alice’s thoughts regarding the social needs of a school
community, following immediately my expressed view about the “instructional needs” of a
school community. I believe he does this because he is not sure others, including me,
possess that important understanding. This web of meaning negotiation between the two of
them is a striking example of the intertextual substance that has evolved between
participants in this study. My response later in the dialogue, in Excerpt 64, is given with a
sense of purpose, marking the fact that I understand, and agree with what they are saying,
and is another powerful indication that demonstrates the joint construction of voice, and the
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communal nature with which ideas are created and become valued talk in this particular
speech community.
Excerpt 64 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
347
338
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364

Philip: When we say child-centered classroom, it all means something very different
to all of us. And it probably has meant something different in our lives as well to
ourselves.
Samuel: Yeah.
Philip: So it's about helping us understand one another and where we are with that.
Not to go back, but I think we need to value the fact that we can disagree; we can
challenge one another. I think that you [to Zansk] not seeing how I understand about
that continuity, that's fine. And if sail about a journey trying to come to some
understanding about it. We probably do agree with one another and it's just that we
are looking at words differently and making a different kind of meaning.
[Long pause]
Philip: You know, I want to be able to talk to Alice about her experience in
developmental education and what that means and feel like we can have a dialogue
and feel like we can challenge one another. And I want to be able to feel like I can
talk to any one of you about what you do and why you do it in your classroom and to
be able to have the critical dialogue. Because I don't see that happening and I see
that as vitally important.
Alice and Others: Yeah. Yeah.
Philip: And I want that dialogue to happen with each one of you as well.

In Excerpt 64,1 take great strides to push thoughts others have already made. I take
the opportunity to recognize the value of each person, and to recognize that the process we
are going through is an evolutionary process. I also push the notion that we must value
diverse ideas and be a place where people agree and disagree, but who work together. The
notion of feeling safe is once again referenced when I say we must be able to challenge
one another. However, I take the opportunity to explain what this means when I say in lines
359 through 361, “I want to be able to feel like I can talk to any one of you about what you
do and why you do it in your classroom,” and “I want that dialogue to happen with each one
of you as well.”
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In a conversation that follows, Alice and I then negotiate how strong relationships
can allow this kind of dialogue to happen. Our “meaning negotiation” (Bailey, 1993) is
excerpted below.
Excerpt 65 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381

Alice: I think in order for that to happen is that we have strong relationships
Philip: I don't think we can just stop and say: Okay, now we're going to build
relationships.
Alice: No, I didn't mean it that way.
Philip: It has to come in the context of something.
Alice: Of doing things.
Philip: Of doing things, and we're building relationships whether we know it or not.
Alice: I totally agree.
Philip: There are parts of it that need to happen that aren't happening in the realm of
building relationships. I don't think that there are necessarily relationships that are
working. I don't think there’s communication between everything. I don't think
we're networking with one another.
Alice: That takes so much time.
Philip: I agree.
Alice: I guess what I am saying is that for Dillon and I to act as a team, we don’t
have any time, because the mentoring takes precedence. There’s not a lot of time
off, and that’s a difficult thing.

Strong Intertextual Ties
As Alice and I negotiate an understanding about building relationships, ideas from
contributions Elizabeth has offered at previous dialogue sessions enter into the conversation.
This ideational reference (Bailey, 1993) that I bring forth, that building strong relationships
has to occur in the “context of something,” is further expanded upon by Alice. Following
this, I suggest that we as a group need to work on aspects of building relationships, like
better communication and the need for more networking. Alice takes the floor and cites
how difficult this has been for Dillon and her in the context of all the mentoring work that
has occurred. In the dialogue that follows the text in Excerpt 65, Samuel then declares that
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we need to make time, for each other, which in turn signals Alice to further contribute “To
make time to get to know each other in terms of how we do things.”
Like the dialogue cited in previous excerpts, this latest dialogue demonstrates the
communal construction of ideas by the participants. Though it appears that Alice and
Elizabeth have very similar beliefs about joint work being the means for community, there is
significant difference between them. The difference is meaningful in this PSC, as Alice
believes that building relationships is a bit more purposeful than Elizabeth’s “organic” idea
mentioned in November. This difference will be spotlighted later on in the session, when
Elizabeth presents a very graphic, and somewhat humorous metaphor that explains this
difference.
Following Alice’s contention about the teaming challenges presented by the
mentoring program, a discussion of the Learning Network ensued, when the concerns stated
previously are indicted once more. When I again attempt to explain to the group that my
vision had been that the school’s association with the Learning Network “was a vehicle for
us to collaborate,” Alice hinted that it did not appear to be working out that way and Samuel
suggested that it was “taking us a while to get there.”
When I asked the entire group why it appeared that the Learning Network was
causing a problem, Jennie disagreed:
Excerpt 66 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
410
411

Jennie: “I think a lot of us like many things from it. So if it seems characterized as
that, I don’t think it’s appropriate.”

Alice also stated that our difficulties were not the fault of the Learning Network, but
the fact that “we’re asking a lot of ourselves.” It was not the program, she hinted, but how
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we were executing the program in this, our first year of operation as a school. She
suggested that there was a “rigidity” associated with the new methodology that added
“pressure,” to all of us, given the fact that we were trying to “make our way as a new
school.”
What followed Alice’s turn, was a rather dramatic and extensive turn of talk from
Phoebe who agreed with Jennie and Alice that it was not the Learning Network, but local
“aspects” of the program that presented challenges to the group. These aspects included
personal indictments directed toward both Dillon and Elizabeth that included Dillon’s
unequal status as a “teacher leader” and Elizabeth and Dillon’s “friendship” that came out of
their common beliefs in Learning Network ideology. According to Phoebe, it was the
“team” that was created between Elizabeth and Dillon, which had “impacted” the
opportunities for the teaming relationship between Elizabeth and her. When she finished by
expressing a need for more informal opportunities to meet with others besides a mentor,
Samuel agreed and declared rather strongly and loudly that we needed to find ways “that we
can ALL network.”
Phoebe agreed with this response, adding the following:
Excerpt 67 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
463
464
465

Phoebe: Well, a balance of the networking so that we have equal access to each
other in some sense. And I know I have a role in that as well and I'm not trying to
suggest that that's— but it doesn't feel that way to me.

After a long, rather awkward silence, Alice again shared with the group similar
frustrations she had experienced in forming a relationship with Dillon, as her “Primary’
partner. Following this, I acknowledged the administrative challenges of pairing people
together, and the fact that sometimes, more natural friendships do evolve. Alice agreed, but
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claimed that this was all the more reason for all of us to talk more together so as to leam
more about each other and for providing a means for creating a “history” with one another
so that we could share with one another “in a way that feels satisfying or safe.”
Jennie’s next turn seemed to characterize Alice’s thoughts as she offered how
important her relationship with Samuel had been. She explained to the group how they had
been willing to work together to the extent that “we’ve spent time at each other’s houses on
the weekends.” This takes “time and effort” she contends, suggesting further that “we all
need each other’s help.” Both Alice and Samuel follow Jennie agreeing with her that it
takes time and effort, with Samuel’s sharing with the group a phrase that one of his fifth
grade students had suggested as a classroom and general school rule.
Excerpt 68 (February 27 Dialogue Session)
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536

Samuel: It comes back to what Laticia said, to “include and invite” and that’s all
inclusive.
Philip: I love it. That phrase comes back to me you wouldn’t believe how many
times.
Samuel: The tricky part is that takes effort. It's not easy for me to always come
up and do that. It takes effort for us as a staff to make that contact with each other
and say, “How is it going, what's going on in your class today?” And that’s how
we approach this to all network and mentor with each other.

Samuel’s contribution’s about “include and invite” seems to mark the end of a
rather extensive chronology of comments made by most of the participants, including,
Alice, Jennie, Phoebe, Samuel, Zansk and even Georgina, whose contributions have been
very minimal throughout the year. In addition, I have also included many of my own
turns or talk from this session. The chronology of the aforementioned turns is crucial in
understanding both the various conceptualizations of community held by individuals
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embodied in personal metaphors, but also in discerning the process by which a group
conceptualization of professional community evolves.
It should not be overlooked that Elizabeth and Dillon have each only made one oneline contribution up to this point in the dialogue session, which, at this point, exceeds the
one hour mark. In addition, each of their contributions were “other selected” turns
created for clarification purposes only, by other members of the group. This
phenomenon will be explored in more depth, as each of them do end up sharing their
conceptualizations of community with the rest of the group. However, the fact that this is
a complete change from earlier sessions cannot be disregarded.

Conceptualizations
On the following three pages, I have created a series of tables, which incorporate
much of the aforementioned excerpted text into four main metaphoric categories,
conveying several dominant personal conceptualizations of PSC that people have made
public up to this point in this dialogue session. These are not exclusive citations, as there
are many other examples of such conceptualizations throughout this session that cannot
be presented because of space limitations. However, based on individual comments
made during this session, I believe the language used by each participant labels concepts
and perceptions closely related to these metaphoric conceptualizations. More
importantly, these charts also demonstrate the co-conceptualizations that are emerging
among many of these members, and the communal nature by which these dominant
conceptualizations have been created (Bloom, 1993).
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These four dominant conceptualizations are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Community is
Community is
Community is
Community is

Respecting People and Diverse Ideas
Belongingness
Safety
Collaboration

Table 12: Community is respecting people and diverse ideas
Text
Excerpt/Line

Person

Everything that's out there, not just the Literacy
Network, taking all of the things that work out
there. The Literacy Network may have defined
them a little better or may have crystallized it,
but I don't think they're the be all and end all of
how to drive my teaching.
You know, anything that you would have
come in here and said we're going to start with
this, it should be questioned. Needs to be
questioned.
I’m still questioning how I can weave it in. I'm
working on it and it's getting there for me, and I
keep saying it's a longer process.

Excerpt 56
Lines 21-22

Jennie

Excerpt 58
Lines 71-73

Phoebe

Excerpt 60
Lines 135-136

Samuel

I'm only saying that it's just— See, my belief is to
draw on— I always felt in the past two years use
as many different strategies for the child, to pull
the very best for that child. And that's what I
believe now.
I think that I can see that for me as a parent I have
been pleased to have that diversity among
teachers. Figuring that by the end of the kids’
school years, they have had people real excited in
many different areas and it makes for a very rich
education.

Excerpt 61
Lines 203-205

Georgina

Excerpt 63
Lines 291-294

Zansk
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Table 13: Community is belongingness
Text

Excerpt/Line

I've certainly spent a lot of time trying to figure
Excerpt 58 Lines 55what is it that I'm feeling and I don't know if it's
62
because in some ways it tied in very well with
my experience as a teacher and in other ways it
sort of stripped away certain pieces that I had
used. And that's not necessarily a bad thing, but
having to abandon certain pieces of yourself as a
teacher in various areas, left me, um, feeling a
little bit like: What do I do well? What do I do
here? You know, I mean, you can question your
practice and question your practice, but you've
got to have some kind of foundation that you're
questioning from.
And sometimes I feel that there is just a little
Excerpt 59
pressure to you know, just embrace this so fully
Lines 100-102
that it makes me wonder if there is still space to
really believe in what you were doing before.
It comes back to what Laticia said, to “include and Excerpt 69
Lines 529-530
invite” and that’s all inclusive.

Table 14: Community is safety
Text

Person
Phoebe

Zansk

Samuel

Person

Excerpt/Line

I don't find a community feeling that comes
when you have worked on something for years
where we have been trying things.
I think it's the stress of so many new
things, so many new ways of thinking and new
people and new ideas. That's what makes me feel
uncomfortable. It's going to take time to build that
comfort level, to really feel that now I can fully
embrace this.
You know, I want to be able to talk to Alice
about her experience in developmental education
and what that means and feel like we can have a
dialogue and feel like we can challenge one
another. And I want to be able to feel like I can
talk to any one of you about what you do and
why you do it in your classroom and to be able to
have the critical dialogue. Because I don't see
that happening and I see that as vitally important.
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Excerpt 59
Lines 85-86

Alice

Excerpt 62
Lines 268-271

Samuel

Excerpt 65
Lines 357-362

Philip

Table 15: Community is Collaboration
Text

Excerpt/Line

Person

We don't have necessarily a safe way to
totally collaborate with each other. I think it is so
important to growth and change~that collaborative
work. And that's what makes a community.
Well, a balance of the networking so that
we have equal access to each other in some sense.
And I know I have a role in that as well and I'm
not trying to suggest that that's-- but it doesn't feel
that way to me.

Excerpt 59
Lines 87-89

Alice

Excerpt 67
Lines 463-465

Phoebe

It takes effort for us as a staff to make that
contact with each other and say, “How is it
going, what's going on in your class today?”
And that’s how we approach this to all network
and mentor with each other.

Excerpt 69
Lines 533-536

Samuel

It is important to note, that my notion regarding community as a series of
“instructional relationships” is not included among these four common conceptualization,
as it appears that others, up to this point, have not picked up on this metaphor, without
attaching more social and interpersonal aspects of relationships as Samuel and Alice did
previously. However, as Elizabeth and Dillon are offered the floor during the final 20
minutes of this meeting, this metaphor is strongly legitimized by each of them.

Elizabeth and Dillon are Offered the Floor

Follow Samuel’s reflection regarding the importance of inclusivity in our PSC, I
structure a turn for Elizabeth and for Dillon, asking the following: “My intention is not to
put either of you on the spot, but is there anything you want to say?” Although Dillon
remains silent at this time, Elizabeth begins by telling the group that she is really
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interested in hearing others’ viewpoints, and that she felt like she spoke too much early in
the conversations. She once again expresses the happiness she has felt engaging herself
in the work associated with the Learning Network, calling it a “good fit for me.” As
Elizabeth begins to respond to some of the comments leveled by other members of the
group earlier in the dialogue session, she is challenged repeatedly, especially by Jennie.
Jennie claims that Elizabeth has not demonstrated that interest in others’ viewpoints as
she has maintained.
Excerpt 69 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570

Elizabeth: I just feel a great joy about what I have found and I'm very happy to talk
with you about that and I'd love to hear about the great joys and how you foundBut I haven't heard that from people. I'd love to hear more examples and see more
student work and hear more about what you're thinking and how you're teaching and
one of the things that I really tried to do in my life and with my children and my
teaching is to value everyone from where they're at and um.
Jennie: But I don't always hear that, so. And again, sometimes both of you and I
don't want to set up a barrier, but you guys have found something that worked
together. And so often I tried to approach either of you. Just walking by and
saying hi, and you're talking intently together and don't include an invite. I'm just
being honest. So that for me is sort of like, I babble with everybody and so that's
part of me. But I would just like to hear a little bit more of that. And I have never
heard you say, “What's going on in your room?” So, I'm just putting that out.
Elizabeth: I'd like people to go ahead and tell me what’s going on in their room. I
told everybody what's going on in my room.
Jennie: I've come in and asked you what's going on.
Elizabeth: I guess I'm talking about in meetings also.
Jennie: Yeah.
Elizabeth: If we're talking about literacy in which I've got going on and I put
forward something, I'd like to hear if you have something else that's going on.

In this excerpt, Elizabeth contends that she would like to hear from other people with
regard to what’s happening in their classroom. However, Jennie disagrees. In fact, Jennie
also indicts Dillon, as well, claiming in line 560 that neither of them “include and invite,’ a
phrase Samuel introduced earlier. Jennie then proceeds to describe what she means,
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claiming herself to be someone who babbles with everyone, and explaining that’s what is
missing with each of them. While it is clear that Jennie is talking more about the
relationships outside the weekly dialogue sessions, Elizabeth brings the focus of attention
back to the sessions, and back to discussions about literacy, defining more clearly her
understanding about personal relationships.
As the discussion continues and becomes a bit heated between she and Jennie,
Elizabeth uses a personal story about she and her husband to graphically describe to the
group the successful relationship she and her husband have had together.
Excerpt 70 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
580
Elizabeth: I just don't believe in this much processing, to be quite honest. I keep
581
announcing to everyone and I've said this just recently that the reason my husband
582
and I have had such a long, successful relationship is we try not to communicate
583
and have lots of sex. And Reggie has been so wonderful about it. So I really—
[laughter]
584
I'm just saying that we could over-analyze and over-process, and that's not part of
585
what I do.
Though several participants laughed, it’s clear that others are aghast by Elizabeth’s
contribution. Not only because of the personal nature of this turn, but the clear message to
the group that talk is not an element she believes important to a successful relationship.
This leads to a short exchange between Alice and Elizabeth, which begins when Alice asks
Elizabeth a very pointed question about community. This short exchange further explains
the dramatic differences between Elizabeth and Alice in their thoughts regarding the nature
ofaPSC.
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Excerpt 71 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
591
592
593
594
595
596

Alice: And I want to learn how you create community without talk.
Elizabeth: Working together and out of work.
Alice: And that’s part of work, talk.
Elizabeth: I look at it very, very differently. I put the work first. I talk about
community coming out of saying let’s pitch in, work hard, laugh and talk and we’ll
build, and something will come out of it and not by forcing it.

It appears that while Alice feels that talk is the primary ingredient of a
PSC, and that talk is part of work, Elizabeth explains, once again, that work is the most
important ingredient, prioritizing talk as a far less important aspect of a PSC. She pushes
the notion, in both Excerpt 70 and Excerpt 71, that talk can be a meaningless waste of
time, and that over analyzing and over processing is “not part of what I do.” Though this
statement seems to contradict Elizabeth’s earlier statements regarding her desire to “hear
more about what people are thinking,” it appears that she recognizes talk, but certainly,
it’s, far less important than the work in which people engage. While Alice distinguishes
talk as a means to building community, Elizabeth sees that talk as what comes out of the
work that people do together. These diverse viewpoints are referenced in Westheimer’s
(1998) work on community.

Westheimer’s Seventh Characteristic Feature
Sense of instrumental worth of the community vs. sense of intrinsic worth of the
community
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, Westheimer believes that people can
characterize community as either a means or an end, noting that there is a distinction
between people who see the intrinsic value in community, as Alice does, versus those
who see the instrumental value of a community, as Elizabeth does. Alice views talk as an
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intrinsic piece in the process of building community while Elizabeth views meaningful
talk as something that comes out of people working together. The above excerpts also
bring to light another difference between Elizabeth and Alice. Elizabeth seems to push
the instrumental nature of people working together in an independent manner, when
individual needs are being met, rather than Alice’s push toward the intrinsic value of
people working together in an interdependent approach when group needs are being
addressed.
Johnson and Pajares (1996) approach this dichotomy in their seminal work on
shared decision making in public schools, when they cite Habermas’s (1979) theory of
communication. Johnson and Pajares (1996) contend that Habermas described the type
of communication that takes place in a hierarchical organization, such as a school, as
distorted because it is often instrumental—that is, intended to control. Ideal
communication has as its goal the promotion of democratic interaction. In ideal
communication people seek the authentic involvement of others in decision-making
activities (p. 603).
Habermas (1979) called this a deliberative community, “a community in which all
competent and interested people participate in deliberations that lead to decision
making.” Habermas’s beliefs provide another lens for appraising the divergent
viewpoints held by various participants in this study, especially Alice and Elizabeth.
While it is not my intent to criticize either of the viewpoints expressed by these two
participants, the differences are clear. Alice articulates a preference for a deliberative and
interactive community, one that achieves decision making based on ongoing dialogue and
discussion. The difference between Alice and Elizabeth appears to be the degree and
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purpose of that deliberation. While Elizabeth acknowledges talk as an aspect of
community, she views talk as more instrumental in its intentions; that it naturally evolves
from the work that people do together, rather than purposefully “forcing it.” She believes
that forcing talk is a way that communities get stuck and people “spin their wheels.”
After Alice and Elizabeth share their beliefs about the purpose of talk in a
community, I again invite Dillon to speak. At first he denies this invitation, but after two
more invitations from Jennie and Alice to share his “feelings,” he manages to share his
opinions, many of which are similar to Elizabeth. These “personal references” (Bailey,
1993) to Elizabeth occur repeatedly throughout his contributions, once again marking
their co-membership (Erickson, 1996).
Dillon begins by telling the group how important his work with the Learning
Network has been. After an initial contribution, he too is challenged by Alice, who asks
him an important question.
Excerpt 72 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
615
616
617
618
619
620
621

Dillon: I love the learning network. I'm like Elizabeth in the fact that I really buy
into it. I believe in what I'm doing in my classroom. I believe when I go into class,
what I talk about, I truly believe in what I do and what the Learning Network is all
about, or I wouldn't be doing it.
Alice: So, if you really believe in what you’re doing and I really believe in what I’m
doing, and they're very different, where is common ground? What are we going to
do to have the common ground?
Dillon does not directly answer Alice’s question about the manner to reach common

ground. What he does imply in his turn that follows the dialogue in Excerpt 72, is that
participants have deliberately taken on too much, and that by trying to implement too many
aspects of the practices associated with the Learning Network, people have become
overwhelmed and frustrated. In this elaborate turn that follows the above excerpt, Dillon
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does two things. First, he quite clearly describes his notion of community, expanding on
Elizabeth’s earlier contributions. He does this by once again, using his classroom as a
means of pushing his views. Secondly, in lines 661-681, he also describes the nature of his
relationship with Elizabeth, explaining why the two of them have been able to establish a
successful and meaningful professional relationship at the school. These descriptions are
revealing, but at the same time present a dilemma for the group.
Excerpt 73 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
645
646
647
648
649
650
651
652
653
654
655
656
657
658
659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675

Dillon: So, learning happens for me for whatever goes on in my classroom and out
of that I think personally that my classroom has built a really kind of great
community in my classroom. And the community has come out of them working
together. I'm not a huggy, touchy, feely. But my classroom has come to, I think,
that they all feel capable and they know what's going on and I can leave my
classroom and I do often for 15 or 20 minutes. But when I go back the kids are
doing their work and they're interacting. That part's really neat. So that's my
philosophy. And I think that's probably what Elizabeth was trying to say, is that for
me community is built out of what goes on in my classroom. For me, we build
community here as a staff by getting together but again it's different from what you
are seeing. So there is some realities on both sides, which is that when we come
together we're talking about what we're doing in our classrooms whether they're
Running Records, or whether we’re— I know Phil and I want to divide things up
into having time to talk about problems in the classroom, having time to share
Running Records or writing samples, which was a plan. And then there was one
other section, which I can't remember. So to me that's what community is built
around. And Elizabeth and I have built a community or relationship, which comes
out of our working together. Elizabeth came in to me and she said, “Dillon I really
want to work on spelling but I don't want to use my time on that day of mentoring.
Just come in.” Phil happened to come in on this. So I said, “let's go.” We were
there for 20 minutes, or whatever, talking about these things. And this is the
relationship that Elizabeth and I have which is I'm having trouble with how my
classroom flows, I want you to come in and look at that. Or can you videotape what
I'm doing? And I'll bounce things off her, what did you think about this? That’s
been our relationship. For me it's been a very positive relationship. I need to be able
to talk about what I do in the classroom a lot and have somebody that can relate to it.
Because I find that difficult sometimes that when people look at my classroom, they
look at it as a very academic place. And I don't consider myself academic, I don't
consider what I do in my classroom as academic, but that's the way it is looked at.
And Elizabeth has really conveyed to me also that she doesn't see what goes on in
my classroom as academic classroom. This is life and what we're working on. In
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676
677
678
679
680
681

my classroom it is kind of like playing. We work together, it's like a family, there
are kind of rules that run things and we're doing things for a reason. So I guess
Elizabeth has helped me in the fact that it's been great not to feel like I'm alone in
what I'm on about. And that’s important to me. And so again this helpful
relationship has been built out of work, because Elizabeth and I are very different
people. Her classroom will never be like mine.
There are several important ideas pushed by Dillon in this excerpt. Even though we

have heard many of these ideas in previous contributions, Dillon conceptualizes his notion
of community referencing both his classroom and his relationships with Elizabeth. Using
his classroom as the first example, Dillon talks about how purposeful his classroom is and
how community is built out of the work that the children do together in the classroom. His
use of the verb “build,” in line 653 suggests that he too believes that establishing a PSC is an
evolutionary process, that over time successful relationships come from the work that people
do together. In fact in lines 661 and 662, he uses both the word community and relationship
to describe what has happened between he and Elizabeth. Furthermore, he describes this
“positive” relationship in lines 669 and 670, when he says, “I need to be able to talk about
what I do in the classroom a lot and have somebody that can relate to it.”
According to Dillon, not only is the technical talk important to a positive
relationship, but understanding the meaning behind this talk is also imperative. In other
words, Dillon is claiming that having common beliefs with a person is both important to the
establishment of a relationship and to the establishment of a sense of community. He claims
that Elizabeth has allowed him to feel like he is “not alone,” even though they are ‘ very
different people,” as he suggests in lines 680 and 681. This notion of common beliefs is
notable, not only in the context of this research, but in earlier studies as well.
According to Westheimer (1998), “In a growing body of school reform literature,
shared beliefs play a prominent role in the various recipes, guidelines, and discussions
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that surround efforts to build teacher professional communities in schools.” Many
reformers (Louis, Marks, & Kruse, 1994, Selnick, 1992) assert the notion that shared
beliefs is critical to the stability of a professional community. However, most all
reformers claim that not only is the notion of shared beliefs important, but the nature of
those beliefs matter significantly, and can have a substantial impact on the type of
professional community that evolves. This important concept can be explored further,
now.
Earlier in this chapter I suggested that the participants who had spoken before
Dillon and Elizabeth in this dialogue session had created four dominant
conceptualizations of community. They pushed the notion that (1) community was
respecting people and diverse ideas, (2) community was a sense of belongingness, (3)
community was feeling safe and finally, (4) community was collaboration between
people. Surprisingly, it appears that the ideas put forward by Dillon in Excerpt 73 are not
very different. However, these conceptualizations of community are put forth as he talks
about his relationship with Elizabeth. Once again, in lines 669 and 670, and again in
lines 678 through 680, he refers to the sense of belongingness and safety that he feels
when he and Elizabeth talk about each other’s practice. He also talks about their
collaborative efforts in a number of different areas in lines 661 through 669, and how
helpful these collaborative efforts have been to one another’s practice. Toward the end of
Excerpt 73, in lines 680 and 681, he also talks about how very different he and Elizabeth
are, and how very different their classrooms are. Despite this diversity, he believes a
positive and respectful relationship exists between the two of them.
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In essence, Dillon has embraced each of these conceptualizations created by the
other participants. However, he has embraced these characteristics in the context of his
relationship with Elizabeth and no one else. Alice senses this difference and asks him
why they haven’t been able to have the kind of relationship he and Elizabeth have created.
Dillon suggests that there are significant differences in their beliefs, citing their varied
beliefs about teaching children in kindergarten as an example. In addition, he also suggests
that there never appears to be any changes in their beliefs after they speak together; that after
they speak, each of them possesses the same feelings as when they began. It appears that
Dillon is saying that there is no give and take in their relationship; that there is no
compromise. This comes out when Alice pushes him further about the difference between
their relationship and the relationship he has with Elizabeth.
Excerpt 74 (February 27th Dialogue Session)
704
705

Dillon: I'm not sure what the difference is. I only know that it takes two people to
make a relationship and I'm not quite sure what the difference is.

Even though Dillon claims that he does not “know what the difference is”, he does
have an inclination. Coupled with the earlier statement when he discloses that after he and
Alice speak, there is no change in their opinions, Dillon does reveal what he believes the
difference is. The statement, “I only know that it takes two people to make a
relationship..is a statement that apparently indicates the importance of compromise and
acceptance on the part of two people who hold varying viewpoints. Accepting people and
their diverse ideas again seems to be the message embodied in this comment; another
reference to one of the four conceptualizations mentioned earlier.
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After this exchange, Samuel picks up the conversation, and brings closure to this
long session by sympathizing with Dillon’s dual role as a mentor and as a colleague,
suggesting that Dillon is in a difficult position. Jennie and Alice agree with this, with Alice
making a comment that being on an unequal footing with his colleagues is “really risky.”
This reference to an unequal footing is another reference to the importance of belongingness
in this group, and a strong suggestion from Samuel, Jennie, and Alice, that the mentoring
that exists at the school defies this characteristic.

Efforts to Elude Conflict
Though Dillon has described the four conceptualizations of community in his
description of his relationship with Elizabeth, it appears that what is different between he
and Alice is their fundamental beliefs, and the inability for each of them to reach
compromise with one another. I take up this idea several days later when I compose and
send a memo to each of the participants.
I have learned quickly that the phrases, "child centered" and “community of
learners,” mean many different things to many different people. At this school they have
become what Alice referred to as "target words,” targets for each of us to judge; targets
each of us feel the need to defend. I feel strongly, however, that the understanding of
these terms is far more important than the language we use to define them personally.
I believe that it's our job as teachers to develop our own understandings because
we too are learners. As we develop those understandings, we move along the
continuum and as we move along that continuum, we begin to develop a common
understanding. Those common or shared understandings will drive the dialogue
we have with one another. More importantly, they will drive the instruction we
provide each day so that we can bring children to new levels of understanding
each and every day that they are with us.

280

Our definitions of "child centered" and "learning community" are not important
now. The focus cannot be on what each of us holds as "truth," but what is best for
children. Yes, it is clear that we all have different beliefs about what is best for
children. Again, this isn't important! Our job is to develop the understandings so
that we do what we know is best for children.
Children are paramount to the Norton Elementary School. That should be our
first shared understanding. From there we will move along the learning
continuum bringing more meaning to who we are, what we do, and how we do it!
Like all learners, we will move at different rates, get "stuck" in different places
and we will seek support from one another. My recommendation is to put down
the targets that we have created and begin the long trek toward that elusive goal
that we all agreed was important, generating life-long learning!
Note my suggestion throughout this memo that each of us must move beyond our
own personal beliefs, and in doing so common or shared understandings will result. I
hint that we have used these beliefs as targets with one another, and that we must “put
down these targets” if we are to generate life-long learning. Clearly, I believe that
despite these disparate beliefs, we can all work together to define the kind of instruction
that occurs at the school. I don’t offer any suggestions with regard to how this is done,
but in the next session I offer a recommendation.
At our next meeting, I came prepared to focus the dialogue session back on
reading running records, so as not to get caught up in the many differences that were
obvious to me and to others. I believed at the time that with such a narrow focus, we
could begin in an area where most people were comfortable, and as suggested in the
above memo, we would grow from that point. Though it was clear to me that everyone
wasn’t in total agreement with this strong suggestion (Alice was adamant that we
continue to talk about the differences between people), I believed that the conflict that
was present would subside when the dialogue focused on a less contested area of
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practice. In reality, however, I wasn’t sure how to approach the obvious differences that
existed between various participants at this school.

Discussion about Conflict
McCutcheon (1995) asserts that many people involved in group deliberation tend to
“shun ambiguity” and that many times “conflict avoidance tactics” become practiced
when members are unable to function successfully together (p. 150). Suggesting that we
narrow the focus toward an area in which we all shared some common understandings, I
am convinced now, was an avoidance tactic. However, because I lacked an
understanding of how to deal with the existing conflict, I was unable to offer any other
suggestions. Furthermore, I was bothered greatly by the conflict, and I felt at the time
that it was my responsibility as the principal of the school to resolve this conflict that
existed. This tendency to rely on my own authority to set the agenda, as I was doing, was
also a conflict avoidance tactic, a tactic once again identified by McCutcheon, (1995).
Certainly, this was another aspect of this conflict that I did not understand at the time.
Finally, I shunned Alice’s suggestion that we continue to talk as a group about the
differences that existed between us, because I was afraid that there would be too much
resentment if we continued to indict the differences that were present. This I felt would
compromise the instructional integrity that existed in the classroom and as a result,
quality instruction would be compromised. Though I had a sense of where I wanted the
school to be, in terms of a PSC, I lacked the means for getting us through this conflict and
back to defining the curriculum work that needed our attention. Garmston and Welman
(1999) write about this typical challenge many educational leaders face.
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It is one thing to note that professional communities are characterized by shared
norms and values, a collective focus on student learning, collaboration,
deprivitized practice, and reflective dialogue. How they get that way remains the
educational leader’s most pressing question (Garmston & Welman, 1999, p. 19).
According to Garmston and Welman (1999), “Schools need frameworks, role
clarity, and self-renewing tool kits for collaborative practice,” (p. 19) all of which I did
not possess. Even though I had a grasp of the challenges that existed, I lacked the ability
to move forward in a direction that would allow the entire group to both embrace and
subsequently move beyond these differences that existed. It was apparent to me that I
even questioned my own belief about “common understandings.” Even though I
repeatedly talked about the importance of a community having what I referred to in
Excerpt 63 line 335, as a “common umbrella,” the merits of such a metaphor were not
only questioned by other participants including Alice, but by me as well. I scribbled the
following quote in my notebook in the midst of this challenge, which demonstrates the
fact that I questioned my own thoughts about developing common understandings.
“The call to create a common language, unless carefully considered, risks
idealizing the ability of individuals to alter whole systems regulated by which is with
conflict in language and serves to maintain non-negotiable dysfunctions among the social
voices that constitute our discourse languages” (unknown).
Certainly, I was beginning to recognize the non-negotiable state we were in as a
group, and the fact that we were unable to move forward with any sense of unanimity.
My only recommendation was to keep the conversation in a safe area, in the hope that
people would begin to better understand one common practice (taking running records),
and perhaps over time, understand one another, as well.
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Conclusion
As presented in Excerpt 54,1 began the February 27th dialogue session by saying
to the participants that I felt we needed to get at some of the “barriers” that were
preventing us from really digging into the instructional issues that existed. I also noted
that we must consider “how we operate as a group” in the dialogue sessions and more
generally throughout the school day, as well. Clearly, many people responded to this
agenda, citing barriers that included, differences in teaching ideology, personal
relationships, the importance of talk and work, and individual characterizations of
professional community including how to establish a PSC.
In this chapter I have presented a number of conceptualizations of community
embodied in the contributions made by many of the group members, both in an overt and
indirect manner as well. These conceptualizations are vital aspects of the emerging PSC
at Norton, and truly indicate many participants’ priorities for this school, in terms of how
people operate together. Of equal importance is the process by which these
conceptualizations have become public. I have demonstrated through intertextual
indicators how many of these contributions were co-constructed as the dialogue
proceeded throughout this long session; how people used one another’s text and ideas as
they shared their thoughts and beliefs about the challenges that the group faced. As
Bailey (1993) has remarked in his seminal work on voice, the function of these hearing
responses is far more crucial than the fact that they were even present in a conversation.
I also have established that there are some conflicting metaphors between
members, as with Elizabeth’s and Dillon’s view of how community is created, especially
their shared view about the importance of work and the nominalization of talk. This, I
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believe, is a significant factor in the conflict that emerges between them and many of the
other participants.
What is even more important, and somewhat contradictory, is the fact that
Dillon’s description of his relationship with Elizabeth embodies many of the
conceptualizations mentioned by other group members, who spoke well before he did,
and indicted both he and Elizabeth as not possessing. This contradiction is perhaps the
most challenging occurrence to interpret. Yet, as I have indicated earlier, the nature of
individual beliefs and the uncommon views about community play a significant role in
this phenomenon.
Clearly, the intrinsic value of community that many push throughout this dialogue
session is conceptually different from the instrumental value of community held by
Dillon and Elizabeth. Coupled with some very different ideological beliefs about
teaching, which seem to be brought into the light through the school’s association with
the Learning Network, conflict, and dissention materialize.
Finally, the fact that as principal, I was uncomfortable with this conflict and
dissention, and in some ways attempted to minimalize or avoid it, not only supports
earlier research, but once again, sheds light on how I positioned myself in this process.
Undoubtedly, however, my repositioning between co-participant and principal throughout
this process demonstrates that I see the need for both traditional approaches and more
progressive collaborative features of the principalship simultaneously.
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CHAPTER 9
CONCLUSION AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
John Dewey, (1990) states,
That which interests us most is naturally the progress made by the individual child
of our acquaintance, his normal physical development, his ability to read, write, figure,
his growth in the knowledge of geography and history, improvement in manners, habits
of promptness, order, and industry-it is from such standards as these that we judge the
work of the school. And rightly so. Yet the range of outlook needs to be enlarged (p.7).
Dewey’s contention that educators take a broader look at schools and schooling
includes a “social view.” That is, moving beyond the piecemeal reforms and fads that are
created every few years and revisited every few more, toward gaining a greater
understanding of what he calls the “moral school atmosphere;” schools as mini
communities, which reflect all the components of the larger society.
After conducting this research of professional school community, I have come to
the conclusion that Dewey’s ideal, shared nearly a century ago, includes not only the
relationships between child and teacher and teacher and parent, but also those
relationships that occur between teacher and teacher and teacher and principal. This view
of Dewey’s underscores the importance of caring and meaningful relationships; a
foundation on which self-directed schools are created and formed. Such schools reflect
the kind of environment that renders consequential and profound human learning and
understanding all the more likely.
Whenever we have in mind the discussion of a new movement in education, it is
especially necessary to take the broader, or social view. Otherwise, changes in the school
institution and tradition will be looked at as the arbitrary inventions of particular teachers,
at the worst transitory fads, and at best merely improvements in certain details—and is
the plane upon which it is too customary to consider school change (Dewey, 1990, p. ).

286

Exploring the social realm of school research was, in part, the intent of this
research. In addition, this study was also conducted so as to explore, more closely, those
practical issues that offer significant insight for teachers and principals interested in
making and bringing change in schools. Bailey (1993) picks up this point, remarking that
contemporary educational research has minimal effect on issues that are of concern to
teachers and principals in schools presently. The results are often written for researchers
rather than practitioners, offering little value to those who work the front lines. Findings
are very much removed from the day-to-day trials and tribulations of schools and those
who work in schools, as well.
As I embarked on this research, it soon became apparent that it was a journey that
would reflect the ideas of both Dewey and Bailey, spanning 100 years of educational
enlightenment. It would embody the social ideals that Dewey expressed at the turn of the
20th century, and would also embrace the practical importance of educational research
expressed by Bailey on the eve of the new millennium. This study was conducted in an
effort to gain both critical and practical insight toward meaningful professional
relationships between school practitioners. It was conducted so as to shed light on the
means for establishing schools where collective and collaborative work among teachers
and principals lead to a professional school community.
As stated earlier, this research started as a result of my interest as an elementary
principal, to better understand how to establish and maintain a sense of cohesiveness
between teachers and principals who are poised in joint activity, common goals, and a
spirit of tolerance. Looking specifically at how teachers and principals form a
professional school community, identified as PSC in this research, was my expressed
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intent. Equally important was the search for advanced insight regarding how teachers
and principals conceptualize community and how these conceptualizations are formed
jointly. These potential understandings offer educators a more complete picture about the
ways people both understand community, and work toward enhancing community.
Furthermore, by examining the complexities of school cultures, including the
myriad of bureaucratic reforms (Merz & Furman, 1997; Johnson & Pajares, 1996; Lortie,
1975), the autonomy and isolation of teachers and principals (Rallis & Goldring, 2000;
Cochran-Smith, 1996), and the tendency for schools to change very slowly over time
(Cuban, 1982; Tyack, 1990), this research considered the ways in which teachers and
principals approach the practical challenges in order to form a PSC.

Research Questions
The intent of this research project was to examine the interactions of the
participants of this study over a sustained period of time while investigating specific
answers to the following questions.
1. What are individual conceptualizations of PSC?
2. What are the socially constructed conceptualizations of PSC?
3. How are these individual and co-constructed conceptualizations of PSC enacted in
this PSC?
4. How do conflict and tension affect these individual and co-constructed
conceptualizations of PSC?

Relying on these ideas to direct this inquiry, this research contributes to many of
the salient understandings already gained by Westheimer (1998) in an earlier research
study of two public schools. Using the features of community he identified as a means
for analyzing data in this study, a more complete view of the specifics of teacher
communities can be acquired. Relying on the tenets of several other researchers (Bailey,
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1993, Gumperz & Hymes (1972); Schifffin, 1994;Gee 1999), this ethnography leads to a
more profound understanding of a new term in education research, Professional School
Community.

Individual Conceptualizations of PSC
Looking at the broad analyses completed in both Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, each of
the participants come to this speech event with a preconceived understanding of the
nature and importance of professional relationships in a school setting. Though many of
them don’t express these understandings as aspects of a specific community platform,
they reference various social aspects of the teaching process, often using the word
community to describe the work they do as teachers as an active and communal process.
This is quite different from the recognized cultural norm of privacy, which has its
traditions in the field of teaching (Garmston & Wellman, (1999). At the same time,
however, while many express their desire to be a member of a school community, there
are indicators that these teachers differ in the way in which they believe community is
created. Some describe it as a communication process while others recognize the
importance of nurturing in the creation of community. Certain educators describe it as
purposefully created, while others see it as an evolutionary process.
In his study, Westheimer (1998) notes the conceptual ambiguity inherent in the
term community, which seems to play out with the participants in this research project.
This happens both in terms of their conceptualizations of community and in terms of how
they understand the means for its creation. It appears that these participants each have a
very personal and individual idea of both. This is interesting because it suggests that
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groups may have to negotiate a local understanding of the nature of their professional
community and also the means for establishing it, as well. As Garmston and Wellman
(1999) suggest, despite the fact that there are now researchers who define elements of
teachers’ professional community (Louis, Marks & Kruse, 1996) the question of how a
building of professionals get there remains unclear. Garmston and Wellman suggest that
schools need frameworks, role clarity, and self-renewing tool kits for establishing
collaborative practice. I suggest that providing teachers and principals with multiple
opportunities to understand that there are varying notions of professional community is
paramount. By allowing them to share these varying notions of professional community,
and by providing a means to establish their own norms of practice that characterize the
nature of their own professional community, like ongoing dialogue between one another,
teachers and principals will be more likely to have created the tools for well defining a
collective focus. This collective focus then becomes the framework for organizational
change and development.
The data contained in this research suggests that some of the participants had a
philosophical understanding of the nature of communal work, while others have a very
practical outlook. Some of the participants believed a successful community is created
through ongoing dialogue specifically focused on meaningful aspects of community,
while others believed that community is naturally created out of common work together.
This study suggests that teachers and principals who do not feel safe with one another
have a difficult time focusing on any aspects of their teaching practice. If professional
educators do not feel secure with one another, working together can be a strenuous
venture, thus making it difficult for any aspect of community to be naturally created,
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especially when tension and conflict inevitably occur. This presents significant
implications in this era of educational reform, implications that will be further explored
later in this chapter.

Socially Constructed Conceptualizations of PSC
While participants of this study came to this speech event with their own personal
conceptualizations of the nature of community, there is evidence that jointly constructed
notions of community were created. The importance of this finding cannot be
undervalued. Evidence throughout this research indicated that participants not only
contributed toward other’s personal understandings regarding the nature of community,
but they also aligned themselves around group understandings, as well. By using
Bailey’s (1993) voice framework to analyze the dialogue in this research, there are
numerous instances where people’s talk indicates that jointly, socially created
understandings of community were being formed. Using a number of Westheimer’s
(1998) characteristic features as a means for analysis, this research supported his
contention that teacher communities can be analyzed using a liberal/collective
continuum. His model for distinguishing teacher communities worked extremely well in
this study, as it provided multiple ways to examine the processes and structures evolving
in this school. The continuum he established permitted a useful and accurate means for
distinguishing the differences in this school as the year progressed and there were many
instances when the liberal/collective differences were evident. Many times throughout
this research, it appeared that two of the participants were more closely aligned with the
more liberal aspects of community, while a clear majority of many of the other
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participants, expressed a viewpoint more reflective of the collective aspects of
community. Throughout this research, a co-membership seemed to be strengthening
between Dillon and Elizabeth, while at the same time, a strong co-membership between
the others seemed to be building around ideas expressed particularly by Phoebe and
Alice.
What is even more fascinating in this study is that one new characteristic feature
was evident as the year evolved. This new feature might be considered another element
to be added to Westheimer’s (1998) exploratory model. As demonstrated in this study, it
is clear that there are two very different understandings of community being negotiated in
the dialogue sessions; one centered around the understanding that community is
purposefully created as people discuss aspects of communal work together, and another
centered around the notion that community is naturally or “organically” created as a
result of people working together in the natural context of day to day business.
This dichotomy can be added to Westheimer’s (1998) exploratory model for
reconceptualizing teacher professional communities as a twelfth characteristic feature.
Westheimer’s use of the terms liberal and collective to differentiate two types of
communities can again be applied here in this context.
Given what is presented regarding the two very different groups being formed,
and their tendencies to fall into the liberal or collective continuum, the findings in this
study further suggest that members of a liberal professional community, such as Dillon
and Elizabeth, believe community is created organically. That is, community is created
in the context of real work together. On the other hand, in a collective type professional
community, other teachers, including Phoebe and Alice, maintain that community is
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created more purposefully, with deliberative actions focused toward creating and
strengthening the bonds between and among them. Using Westheimer’s original model,
Figure 1 has been created to illustrate this additional characteristic feature.
Liberal
Community is
purposefully
created.

Collective
Community is
organically
created.

►

Figure 1: An additional characteristic feature of community

The implications of this finding add significance to understandings discussed
previously by Westheimer (1998) regarding his experimental dichotomy. Once more, we
see people do possess very different understandings about community. Certainly, these
understandings will have impact on the nature of people’s relationships in a school and
on the manner educators approach change. The differences presented in Figure 1 could
determine the way in which a school approaches collective work, how they approach
professional training as a group, and the means for establishing greater understandings
about one another. Clearly, these differences in Norton presented spirited debate among
the teachers, debate that evolved into two very different “camps” of people. Perhaps
these great differences would not have evolved if we all had understood these differences
from the beginning and focused our attention toward accepting the differences between
us.
One other interesting discovery, with regard to the dichotomy evident in this
study, is the fact that all of the participants appear to be using the literacy-teaching model
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as a means for demonstrating the differences in community beliefs. Phoebe, Alice, and
others, who are united around the notion that the group must work together in a
purposeful manner in order to strengthen aspects of their communal work together, are
generally less supportive of the new literacy-teaching model being piloted. On the
contrary, however, Dillon and Elizabeth, who believe that community is organically
created in the context of real work, whole-heartedly use this literacy-teaching model as a
means for establishing a strong co-membership and even stronger communal tie. This
has greater implications for school based professional development models which also
will be discussed later in this chapter.
Contrasting the differences between these two groups that have evolved at Norton
school, not only supports Westheimer’s beliefs regarding the characteristics of
professional teacher communities, further understanding about the nature of tension and
conflict between people who express these differences is highlighted also. Considering
further the impact of the tension and conflict is now appropriate.

The Impact of Conflict and Tension on the Individual and Co-constructed
Conceptualizations of Community
In an earlier study, (O’Reilly, 1995) I contend that more conventional
assumptions about community can be viewed as one-dimensional, exuding metaphoric
conceptualizations that generate only pleasant connotations. This understanding, I
contend, fails to recognize the nature of conflict and tension among groups of people. It
also fails to recognize the more recent work of Westheimer (1998) and others
(McCutcheon, 1995), as it is now common knowledge that conflict does arise in all social
%

groups and is a natural aspect contributing significantly to the meaning making process of
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all groups.

Conflict cannot be treated as a malfunction, creating a separation between

those ‘inside’ and those ‘outside’ a given community or group” (O’Reilly, 1995).
Despite this notion, it appears that there are two very different groups that evolve
in this research, with significant tension existing between each of them. What is difficult
to see, however, is that the conflict that the participants are experiencing and the tension
that results from their conflicting ideas are not so much the result of their conflicting
ideas and differences in opinion about literacy, but their inability for them to create a
feeling of belongingness with one another that transcends those differences.
According to Baumeister and Leary (1995) as reported in Osterman (2000),
belongingness is a key element in a group’s ability to function successfully. The need to
belong is related to motivation and a host of other cognitive processes, emotional
patterns, behavior, health, and well being. “Being accepted, included, or welcomed leads
to positive emotions, such as happiness, elation, contentment, and calm, while being
rejected, excluded, or ignored leads to often intense feelings of anxiety, depression, grief,
jealousy, and loneliness” (p. 327). Furthermore, “Being part of a supportive network
reduces stress, whereas being deprived of stable and supportive relationships has farreaching negative consequences.”
The negative consequences associated with the split between group members in
this study, is evident and expressed by members on both sides. While one participant
claims that he is very different from another participant, in terms of background and
teaching styles, the feeling of acceptance that they share with one another is what unites
them in their profession. Similarly, another participant speaks often about the importance
of trust and safety as a means for building collaboration among the group as teachers in a
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school. Yet, despite this understanding, none of the participants appear to possess the
ability, the insight, nor the knowledge that would allow them to create stable and
supportive relationships and a sense of belongingness between all of them.
Berg (1987) and Peck (1987) explain that groups cannot function effectively until
they stop dwelling on eliminating the conflict. This again seems to be true in this study
as the conflict around participants’ support, or lack thereof, of the new literacy initiatives
seems to be getting more attention than deliberating mutually acceptable alternatives. In
other words, participants force one another into two factions by their inability to use their
differences as a means for defining a mutually acceptable alternative.
Garmston and Wellman (1999) describe the complexities of forming collaborative
relationships with people who, because of beliefs and/or skills, are members of various
groups. The fact that all group members belong to other groups requires that people
striving to attain a certain level of collaboration must work at it. “Like any healthy
family, community requires work to develop it and keep it together” (Garmston &
Wellman).
In this research, I have found that establishing and maintaining a PSC is a journey
that requires multiple levels of interaction; interaction between individual members, and
interaction between the entire group also. It requires voices to be submitted and voices to
be recognized as well. In this study, we have learned that each of these voices is also
filled with the voices of others. Winkelmann (1991) asserts, that voices layer upon other
voices.” It is through the layering of their own voices that group members are forced to
participate in the creation of a meaning making process. This meaning-making process
allows group members to search for new understandings and to move forward in the
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creation of shared meanings that will guide them as they work toward creating and
maintaining a particular focus and direction in their school.
This understanding about voices is of particular importance to all educators, but
especially to administrators, who often play an integral role in establishing the means for
these voices to be heard. In schools, where typical hierarchical structures are the norm,
providing other voices to be heard allows for alternative perspectives to be seriously
considered, even if conflict and tension results. Garmston and Wellman (1999) contend
that conflict forges new life forms, and is a manifestation of interdependence. “Without
the need for one another, there would be no conflict” (p. 268). As with all life forms,
healthy communities are diverse. This is also true in the educational profession. Healthy
PSC’s require diverse ideas. It is my belief that consideration of these diverse ideas will
move educators to form more creative and alternative responses to the many educational
perplexities that exist in schools throughout the world. Though some of these
perspectives may be meaningless, it is through the analysis of alternative perspectives
that more meaningful ones may be created.
The dialogue sessions that were a part of this study were an important opportunity
for participants to hear the multiple voices that existed among the participants. It was
also evident that new-shared voices were forged, and that new shared understandings
were created among certain members of the group. This was certainly the case with the
literacy issues that were discussed at so many of these sessions. The findings also
demonstrate, however, the difficulties that can be experienced by people who are
considering dramatically different ways to conduct their teaching, and the tendency for
those who believe differently, to fracture, instead of mending a coalition of ideas. Despite
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the somewhat typical tendencies for teachers to be autonomous, and for principals to
perform their more perfunctory bureaucratic role, when people have the opportunity to
hear one another, where jointly constructed ideas can be formed, overcoming these
traditional tendencies so that these ideas can be coalesced, is critical in the formation of a
PSC.
Also critical to this coalescence, and of essential importance for teachers and
administrators to realize, is that certain professional voices are marginalized in schools.
Not only must authentic means for educators in schools to speak and to be heard be
created, such as the dialogue sessions in this study, but a more complete understanding of
how to recognize the diverse voices as a means for establishing healthier organizations,
must also be accepted.
Recognizing the multiple voices that exist in a school doesn’t require bureaucratic
creations. It requires teachers and principals to develop the skills and practices that will
allow them to overcome some of the long-standing autonomous traditions of public
school teaching. It requires educators to form the interdependent relationships that are
necessary so that all voices are heard in the process of creating common facets of
t

understanding. This is what will drive educators to create and build a Professional
School Community. As classrooms become more focused toward becoming learning
communities where all students are accepted, schools must become the same kind of
learning communities for the adults as well.
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Implications
The means for creating such communities in this era of accountability and reform
is very difficult. As we strive to support the continuous development of all students we
must also move to support the continuous development of all those who teach the
students. Therefore, schools must be learning places for all students and all educators.
Building a Professional School Community on a foundation of continuous learning is an
important condition for sustaining the challenges put before educators. The priorities for
reform, however, must be realigned. This research project demonstrates that educators
must focus their attention not only on the specific reforms (in the case of this research it
was student literacy) but also on the conditions that are necessary for establishing a PSC,
embodied in a culture of trust, mutual respect, and understanding. Establishing such a
community is critical so that all educators in a school feel safe to approach these new
ideas, and to consider alternatives to traditional teaching and learning practices,
alternatives that truly challenge who they are as teachers of children.

Implications for professional development opportunities
It was demonstrated in this research that co-memberships with shared platforms
among educators could evolve through ongoing dialogue. When more schools become
these places where greater co-memberships with joint platforms are created, professionals
will then be able to consider specific meaningful reforms, the implications of these
reforms on their own student body, and the means for bringing these unique changes to
particular schools. The successful relationships that educators develop with one another
will drive and feed this reform process. Educational reform practices by themselves will
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not bring sustained change. Consequently, professional development in schools and in
school districts should establish a means for educators to approach and negotiate
differences in understandings in their own context, among the team of school educators
that work in a particular school. In other words, professional development in a school
should be woven into the fabric of everyday life, into the kind of Professional School
Community that binds all its members together. It is then that it becomes both the means
and the ends for continuous and collaborative learning.
This notion regarding professional development is contrary to conventional
wisdom today. School personnel are layering teachers’ professional development
experiences on top of one another, expecting them to acquire many new skills in isolation
and without any sense of continuity and meaning to individual schools. The
understanding that drives this paradigm is one that embodies teaching and learning as a
series of individual, unrelated, and disconnected practices. It also supports the notion that
there is only one way to approach the teaching and learning process and the aim of
professional development is to bring everyone to that point. This research project
demonstrated the complete opposite, however. This project demonstrated the need for
teachers to consider a variety of ways that will support new learning in students. It also
demonstrated the notion that teachers should consider the many ways to approach the
teaching and learning process with children, and finally, that teachers understand that
new approaches to teaching and learning are a series of connected and jointly created
processes that can be created by both independent and interdependent exploration
between their colleagues. These understandings can have tremendous impact on both
students and teachers. Considering new approaches to professional development is
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essential as educators work to align what they teach and how they teach with the evolving
research in teaching and learning, and with the growing accountability measures being
implemented in each state throughout the United States.

Implications for all educators
It is paramount that principals and all school administrators recognize that they
have tremendous influence on the process for establishing a professional school
community characterized by teachers who can negotiate differences in understanding and
feel safe to take risks in their own teaching and learning opportunities. This provides a
great responsibility for administrators, but more importantly a great opportunity as well.
This research has highlighted the importance of a number of key concepts that are
important for all school administrators to understand: (1) recognizing the leadership
capacity of teachers in a school, (2) encouraging new routines and traditions to be
considered that will allow for people in a school to come together in a safe and
meaningful way, and (3) understanding that positive and productive relationships
between and among a group of educators in a school are important. Therefore, time and
money must be expended developing the ability and the skill that it takes to foster healthy
relationships among all educators in a building. Each of these three ideas is explored in
greater detail in the next several paragraphs.
Recognizing the leadership capacity in many teachers is important to
demonstrating a commitment to collaboration and collective action. As indicated
throughout this research, the contributions made by a great number of participants in the
context of dialogue sessions were significant in that they impacted other people s views

and understandings. This was one very small aspect in the life of Norton Elementary
School. However, it had considerable impact in the evolution of a joint vision.
Considering the many other facets of school life in each and every one of our nations’
schools reveals a plethora of responsibilities and complexities. One individual cannot
generate the energy, involvement, ownership, and commitment that is necessary to assure
that a vision become operational in any school. As indicated in this study, it took the
evolving ideas of many leaders to create a coalescence of understanding that led to a set
of priorities and a sense of direction. Allowing people to take an active and ongoing role
in the creation of a school’s mission is critical for all school administrators today.
Matriarchal and patriarchal governance procedures must be placed aside and more
democratic ideals must be embraced. This study demonstrates that teachers can have a
positive impact in establishing and maintaining the direction of a school.
Generating interest and enthusiasm around the creation of new traditions and
routines that bring people together in authentic and meaningful learning situations is also
critical. Organizing and supporting teachers toward creating such opportunities should be
of primary importance. It is critical, however, that administrators, both principals and
particularly central office officials, recognize that the means for establishing such
traditions and routines can and should be different in every building. Mandating uniform
changes in the way people work together is like mandating uniform reform practices in
every school throughout the country. Just as we must recognize the unique differences in
students and their learning capacity, we must also recognize the many differences in
teachers and the schools where they teach. Developing the practices that allow for people
to create a collaborative culture must be unique, purposeful, and driven from within.
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The dialogue sessions in this study were a tradition that took hold at Norton Elementary
School. However, they took hold after having been modified by several teachers at the
school. Administrators must allow for new ideas for collaborative ventures to be created.
They must also allow the aspects of these particular ventures to be modified to fit the
needs of a particular school and its educators.
Finally, we must understand that educators are not pre-wired with the ability to
cultivate the relationships that are necessary for people to work safely in a collaborative
and supportive school environment. Therefore the skills that are necessary to bring the
focus of our schools toward more jointly created ventures must be honed in all educators.
Educators must understand techniques for improving communication among and between
groups of dedicated people. We must understand how to create opportunities for all
voices to be heard and respected. We must understand the nature of conflict, and the role
of tension in the vision creation process. These new understandings require significant
changes in both the preparation of new administrators and the ongoing education of
existing administrators.
Educators must also reshape their priorities in schools that will allow for the time
that is necessary to learn and practice these skills in naturalistic settings. “Although
many teachers obviously know a lot about teaching, researchers have found that teachers
rarely have the opportunity to articulate that knowledge to colleagues” (Diegmueller,
1992). Reorganizing schedules and individual non teaching duties, creating longer work
days or work years, and hiring more qualified substitutes to teach so permanent teachers
can meet together are just a few options to consider that could allow for more time for
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teachers to collaborate. There undoubtedly are many more options, options that should
be considered, negotiated, and piloted for effectiveness and long-term adoption.
Developing these skills in educators and finding the time to do it in a
collaborative venue will be necessary if we are to be successful in reshaping schools to be
centers of collective thought, reflection and sustained action. Attention to the
development of such professional workplaces in our schools must become a priority.
Although Norton Elementary School was a brand new school when this study began, the
implications for these findings could have meaningful and sustained effects in multiple
contexts. Educators have made significant efforts to change the structural aspects of our
schools including scheduling, curriculum reform, and the like. If these changes can be
made to existing schools (many with short-term positive results), why can’t a more
concentrated effort be made toward improving the way that educators work together in
multiple contexts. The differences between schools with newly hired teachers, and those
schools with veteran staff members may be different, but not significant to the point that
more lasting change could not occur.
Whether such efforts to create schools with interactive and interdependent
educators will succeed will not be the direct result of the age of a particular school, nor
on the amount of experience garnered by the school’s teachers and principal. The
development of such schools most certainly will depend more on what Dewey (1990)
referred to as an expanding range of outlook in schools today, that is the ability for
educators to develop the meaningful practices that will allow for the creation of the
positive relationships that enhance the development of a Professional School Community.
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